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Amona THE NUMEROUS verbal amendments introduced 
into the Land Transfer Bill on the third reading, is one 
to clause 128, which indicates that, as we hinted last 
week, the Lord Chancellor is prepared to comply with the 
request that solicitors should be made eligible for offices 
inthe Central Registry. From the above clause, relating to 
the London registry, which provided that “ the assistant- 
registrars and examiners of title shall be barristers of ten 
years’ standing at the least, and shall be appointed,” &c., 
the words in italics have been omitted. In clause 
154, relating to district registrars and assistant 
district registrars, the words, “shall be a barrister, 
or attorney, or solicitor, of at least ten years’ standing,” 
have also. been removed; thus leaving the choice of the 
officials absolutely at the discretion of the Lord 
Chancellor. This appears to be a very singular mode of 
cutting the knct, A complaint that persons of great ex- 
perience in conveyancing matters are shut out from 
offices specially requiring such experience, is met by an 
alteration enabling persons of no experience at all to be 
appointed. 

Theintroduction into the Bill of the amendment pro- 
viding that the compulsion clause (cl. 27) “shall not 
apply to any sale when the consideration money does not 
exceed £300,” is an admission of the force of the state- 
ment made by the Provincial Law Societies, that in the 
case of small land-owners in the manufacturing districts, 
where small holdings are the most numerous, first regis- 
tration, even as proprietor only, will confer no benefit 
compensating for the extra cost and delay it will entail. 
The purchaser of a few hundred yards as a site for a cot- 
tage cares nothing for an absolute title; he never thinks 
of having the title of his vendor investigated; what he 
wants is speed and cheapness of transfer. Now, at pre- 
sent, he gets his deed in a week or so, and he pays for it 
&sum so small that only a great number of transactions 
can render it remunerative to the solicitor. He has, in 
fact, no grievance, and only wants to be let alone, and it is 
hot easy to see why his wish should not be complied with. 
Yet the effect of the amendment will be to make two 
systems of transfer permanently in operation throughout 
the kingdom. Note that where the vendor is a registered 
Proprietor, the purchaser for less than £300 will be 
compelled to be entered as registered proprietor, and 

such entry is made the transferor is to be deemed to 
femain proprietor (cl. 71). 








On Monpay rEvenine in committee of the House of 
Commons on the Juries Bill, the advisability of sanction- 
ing the trial of charges of felony by special juries, by 
leave of the court, was rather warmly debated. Clause 
TT in the Bill provided in a somewhat ambiguous man- 
ner for the trial of indictments and informations by a 
special jury, and if passed in its original form various 

} would have arisen upon it, amongst others 
whether it applied to cases of felony, and this it;was pro- 
_ posed to make clear by amendment. 





It appears to us a little difficult to understand the 
opposition to the proposal. It might be objectionable to 
give an absolute right to havea special jury merely on 
application for it and without reason, because that might 
appear to be giving an advantage to accused persons 
able to pay the additional expense, which poorer 
prisoners might be unable to do. But if it is merely 
provided that the court may upon sufficient grounds 
shown give leave for the trial to take place by special 
jury, surely no harm can be done. » It ought, however, 
to be made quite clear that the leave is only to be 
granted for cause and notas of right; and it would also, 
we think, be worth consideration whether the leave 
should not be given by a judge at chambers or by the 
Court of Queen’s Bench upon application made, in the 
same manner as is now required for a certiorari, instead 
of the leave being granted by the court where the trial 
is to take place. This would provide against applica- 
tions being made on insufficient grounds, and ‘in this way 
the provision might be made applicable to courts of 
Quarter Sessions. 

The distinction between felonies and misdemeanours 
is a merely arbitrary one, and there can be no sufficient 
reason for allowing a special jury in the one case and 
not in the other. The opponents of the clause, if they 
wished to be consistent, should have objected to special 
juries in any criminal trials, but that apparently 
they did not do. As regards the objection that an 
accused with means ought not to have a chance of @ 
mode of trial from which an accused without means is 
shut out, the same argument might be raised against 
allowing prisoners the assistance’of counsel. There is, 
however, an obvious way of evading the difficulty. If an 
accused person can show sufficient grounds to satisf; 
a judge that his trial ought to take place by a special 
jury, which we think will not often be the case, why 
should not the cost of the special jury be allowed a- 
part of the cost of the prosecution? If the accused i- 
acquitted he ought not to be made to pay the cost, an’ 
if he should be convicted there is power to make hin 
pay the cost if he can do so. Ability to pay for the 
special jury need not be made a condition precedent to 
granting the leave. 





Tue Court or Quzen’s Bencu last week gave judg- 
ment in a very important case on insurance law— 
the case of Jonides v. Pender. Certain persons (as we 
understand the facts) had embarked in a speculative 
adventure to ship goods to a Russian port, then beyond 
the limits of the Customs’ lines, but which, it was appre- 
hended, would shortly be included within them. For 
this purpose they had purchased a quantity of goods, 
which they shipped on board a vessel bought for the 
purpose, in pursuance of a common arrangement, but by 
another adventurer. They then effected insurances on 
their goods at a value which far exceeded costs, charges, 
and insurance, and anything like ordinary profits. The 
vessel was also insured. The vessel went down under 
circumstances which induced the jury in the present 
action to find that it was not lost by the perils insured 
against. In this action, which was brought on the 
policy on the goods, the defendants, amongst other 
defences, relied on tho concealment of the excessive 
valuation, and gave evidence that it was a circumstance 
material for the underwriter to know, and which, in 
practice, changed an insurance from an ordinary into a 
speculative risk, which many underwriters would not 
take at all, and others only at an enhanced premium. The 
jury found that the valuation was excessive, and that, whe- 
ther fraudulent or not, it was material to the underwriter 
to know it, and that it was concealed. On these find- 
ings (omitting other parts of the case) the court decided 
that the defendants, the underwriters, were entitled to the 
verdict. 

It was not disputed that a misrepresentation, even of ax 
extraneous matter, would vitiate a policy; butit was con« 
tended that so faras concerned actual disclosure, theassure€ 
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wasonly bound tocommunicate things material to the risk, ' 
and that the risk was not affected by the amount at which | 
the goods were valued, since that circumstance had | 
nothing to do with either the ship or the voyage. But ' 
the court observed that “excessive valuation not only 
may lead to suspicion of foul play, but that it has a - 
direct tendency to make the assured less careful in j 
selecting the ship and captain, and to diminish the | 
efforts which, in case of disaster, he ought to make | 
to prevent or diminish the loss; and it cannot 
therefore be properly called altogether extraneous | 
to the risks.’ They put their decision, however, | 
on a broader ground, and adopted the rule laid down in 
Parsons on Insurance, that “all should be disclosed : 
which would affect the mind of a rational underwriter 
governing himself by the principles and calculations on 
which underwriters in practice act.” The rule so stated 
seems in the highest degree just and reasonable, and the 
very extraordinary and suspicious circumstances of the 
present case form a practical commentary on its pro- 
priety. 

The decision, however, is important in another view, 
for not only does it admit the propriety of evidence 
being given as to what is a material circumstance with 
reference to concealment, but the form of the rule laid 
down involves in its terms the necessity for such evi- 
dence. To say that in this inquiry you are to take into 
consideration the calculation on which underwriters in 
practice act, is to say that what is a material circumstance 
is, or may be, a question of evidence. The rule on this 
point may, we think, now be taken to be tolerably settled, 
that although private opinion on a particular point is 
not admissible, the practice and usage of underwriters 
with respect to what is deemed material is evidence of 
what ought to be held material with respect to the ques- 
tion of disclosure and concealment. 





Ir WILL BE REMEMBERED that during the recent General 
Election a controversy arose as to whether a ballot paper 
marked with any other mark than the statutory “ cross” 
ought to be rejected by the presiding officer. It was 
strongly urged that the provisions in the Baliot Act and 
schedule on this matter were merely directory and that 
any mark would do. We ventured to point out that, 
having regard to the test provided in section 2 of the 
Ballot Act—is the mark one by which the voter may be 
afterwards identified ?—there was a clear distinction 
between any peculiarity, such as the substitution of two 
crosses for one or of a tick for a cross, and mere irregu- 
larities in the shape or size of a cross; that the former 
might enable a vote to be identified, while from the 
multitude of variations in shape, &c., of the cross which 
were certain to occur, a mere irregularity of the latter 
kind would not afford any means of identification. 

This view has been adopted by the first court which 
has had to adjudicate on the matter. The point came 
before the Second Division of the Court of Session in 
Scotland a few days ago on a special case relating to the 
Wigtown Burghs Election Petition. The judge who 
tried the petition reserved for the opinion of the Court 
(inter alia) a voting paper marked with two crosses ; 
another not marked with a cross but with a single stroke ; 
another marked with a cross on the left of the candidate's 
name; another marked with a cross containing slight 
horizontal marks, asin the printed letter X; and another, 
which was not marked with the materials provided by the 
returning officer—viz., black lead pencils—but with ink. 
The Court held the three voting pupers first mentioned 
invalid. Lord Neaves “thought it essential to a good 
vote that the voter should make the cross thus pointed 
out [in the statutory directions], and that any mark 
materially different would be a deviation from what the 
statute described, and one not fulfilling the requirements 
of the Act.” “ Any peculiarity in the marking would be 
fatal to the vote.” “There were ballot papers in which a 
cross was made, certainly attempted to be made, but it 


' tive words.” 





was not very well made. Whether through unsteadiness 


of hand, or through an accidental disturbance, the cross 
lines were not clear or steady, but seemed shaky and 
irregular. He was not of opinion that such imperfections 
and defects were wilful, and he considered it would be 
harsh and unjust to disfranchise the voter for such 
failings. Nor was he inclined to punish one voter h 
who had made a very respectable cross, but had thought 
it not to be the worse of small feet or claws to support it, 
and to make it like the printed letter X. This seemed 
to his Lordship to be unnecessary; but yet it was not 
such a sufficiently serious or suspicious addition as to 
make the vote bad.”” As to the position of the cross, his 
Lordship thought “some latitude must be allowed, and if 
the mark was beside the candidate’s name, and towards 
the right of the name, it should be sustained, but not if 
it was decidedly on the left side, which raised the 
suspicion of an evasion of the statute.” As regarded the 
marking with ink, his Lordship was of opinion that “ the 
directions as to the voter marking his paper with a 
pencil to be provided him were not expressed in impera- 
A good vote under the Act would be made 
if the cross were made with the pencil “or with ink, 
or with anything not peculiar.” 





A cuRrous PoINnt, but not one of much difficulty, was 
before the Court of Queen’s Bench last week. The 
question was whether a bastardy order could (under 
35 & 36 Vict. c. 65, s. 3) be made on an Irishman, 
the birth having taken place in England, but the 
act of intercourse in Ireland. As far as we can 
gather from the short report of the case which has 
appeared, the court seem to have thought it unnecessary 
to travel beyond the words of the Act, and their decision 
seems open to no question. But in effect they must in 


: so deciding have refused to entertain the question of 


whether in such matters any weight is to be given to the 
law of the domicile of the person charged, or of the 


| place where the act in respect of which the charge is © 
| imposed was done. 


It is well known that among writers 
on international law this question has been a matter of 
some controversy with respect to what are known as 


| “alimentary obligations,” whether arising out of legal 


relationships or out of illicit intercourse. Some have 
maintained that such questions are to be determined 


. altogether by the “ personal statute” of the persons in 


question—i.e., the law governing their status ; but others 
have regarded them rather as matters of police, that is, 
of public order, and to be governed therefore by the 
lex fori, and there can be no doubt that the latter is 
the sounder view. In the Jowrnal de Droit Interna- 
tional Privé a case occurs where a French tribunal had 
ordered a father-in-law, an American citizen, resident in 
Paris, to contribute to the support of his son-in-law, and 
it was afterwards sought to enforce this judgment in a 
court of the United States. The latter court refused its 
assistance, on the ground that the matter was one affect- 
ing the private relations of American citizens, and that 
their law recognised no such obligation. A better 
reason would have been the same reason which justified 
the French tribunal in making the order, namely, that 
it was a matter of police, and that one State does not 
enforce regulations of this description prevailing in 
another State. 


‘We zn with some astonishment that the statement 
in our columns last week, that “the rules relating to dis- 
trict registries have been incorporated into the first reprint 
of the draft rules now under the consideration of the com- 
mittee of judges,” has been understood, in one influen- 
tial quarter, as meaning that the rules had been framed 
and were ready to be issued. We are at a loss to under- 
stand how such a misapprehension can have arisen. It 
seems scarcely needful to explain afresh what was stated 
in the paragraph alluded to—that the rulés are at present 
only in draft, and under the consideration of the com- 
mittee of judges. Until they have been finally settled 
by that committee they cannot, of course, be considered 
as “ framed,” 
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"THE JUDICATURE COMMISSION AND THE CHAN- 
CERY CHAMBERS, 


In their fourth report (ante p. 538) the Judicature 
Commissioners state that they deem it more consistent 
-with their duty to report the evidence given and the 
‘suggestions submitted to them than to attempt them- 
selves to arrive at a definite conclusion on the important 
subject to which the report relates. The evidence re- 
‘ferred to consists of the answers to questions submitted 
to officers of the courts and leading practitioners as to the 
‘best mode of conducting the chamber practice. This 
evidence has now been printed, and we propose in this 
article to notice that part of it which refers to the Court 
-of Chancery. 

The questions circulated by the Commissioners are 
‘twenty-five in number, and they invite opinions as to 
suggested changes in the practice—as to the advisability 
of the judges sitting more frequently in chambers, 
whether counsel should be heard in chambers, whether 
barristers should be eligible for the office of chief clerk, 
~whether ail orders made in chambers should be drawn 
up by the chief clerks, and whether the costs of all pro- 
ceedings in chambers should be taxed by the chief clerks, 
whether the duties now performed by the registrars, 
‘taxing masters, chief clerks, and examiners, or any and 
which of them, might be consolidated with advantage 
to the suitors, and whether the whole business relating 
‘to one suit should be transacted before one officer. 

Upon the question whether the equity judges of first 
instance should sit more frequently in chambers, Vice- 

Chancellor Bacon, the only equity judge who answers 
the questions of the Commissioners, is of opinion that the 
‘time now given in chambers by the judges is sufficient. 
The chief clerks, who are perhaps to some extent con- 
cerned in upholding the dignity of their position, 
generally agree with his Honour, but many of them 
seem to treat the question as if it were, shall the judges 
sit a longer time to transact the work they do at present 
in chambers. ‘‘ The time devoted to sitting in chambers 
‘by the judge to whose court I am attached,” says one of 
the chief clerks to Vice-Chancellor Bacon, “ does not ex- 
ceed three to four hours in a week, and is ample for the 
“purpose.” Perhaps ample enough for all the judge now 
‘does in chambers; but we apprehend the scope of the 
question is rather whether the judge should not himself 
do a portion of the work now done by the chief clerks, 
and upon this point we can hardly accept those officials 
as unprejudiced witnesses. The registrars think that 
‘more frequent sittings of the judges in chambers would 
be advantageous, but that it would necessitate an increase 
in the judicial staff. Three of the barristers who answer 
‘the question think that it would be advantageous to the 
suitors that the judge should devote more time to chamber 
‘work. The Incorporated Law Society are strongly of 
‘this opinion, and suggest that the judge should hear all 
matters involving questions of principle and of impcrt- 
ance, the chief clerk and his assistants working out the 
details. Of the London firms of solicitors who reply to 
the question, three answer in the affirmative and two in 
the negative. It is to be observed that several of the 
chief clerks suggest an alteration in the time at which 
the judge comes to chambers, and as to this, at least, we 
should imagine no difference of opinion can exist. At 
‘present, as the Incorporated Law Society remark, the 
judge comes into chambers “ thoroughly exhausted both 
in body and mind, and is unable to do full justice to the 
“questions beforehim.” An important consideration on this 
head is that the time now chosen for the sittings in 
Chambers of the judge is that at which London solicitors 
are least able to attend, owing to correspondence and 
‘consultations. 

Upon the question whether counsel should be heard in 
chambers, Vice-Chancellor Bacon and the majoxity of 
the chief clerks are opposed to any change in the exist- 
‘ing practice. The barristers who reply to this question 
are divided in opinion, seven answering in the affirmative 





and three in the negative. The question is not free 
from difficulty; but, on the whole, it is probably more 
advantageous that cases in which the assistance of 
counsel is desired should be adjourned into court. 

It is a somewhat delicate question to submit to chief 
clerks and barristers whether the latter should be eligible 
for appointment to the posts filled by the former. The 
chief clerks are all of opinion that barristers ought not to 
be eligible for these offices. The barristers are not equally 
unanimous, and Mr. Montague Cookson states with much 
force the view on this point which we think ought to 
prevail. “It is not desirable,” he says, “ that the office 
of chief clerk should be held by barristers, whose ante- 
cedents do not particularly fit them for grappling with 
minute details of administration ; and I think that where- 
ever a principle is involved, the suitor is entitled to the 
benefit of a hearing before the judge.” 

The two questions, whether some orders should con- 
tinue to be drawn in chambers and some costs taxed 
there, and whether the offices of the registrars, taxing 
masters, chief clerks, and examiners should be consoli- 
dated, must be treated together. There is a prepon- 
derance of opinion among the solicitors who answer the 
questions in favour of both of the courses suggested. The 
Incorporated Law Society also think that the chief clerks 
should draw up all orders made in chambers, and that 
they should tax the costs, and that the duties of the 
taxing masters and chief clerks should be consolidated. 
A majority of the chief clerks are against the latter pro- 
posal. The taxing masters think it would be impossible 
to carry it out; and the registrars condemn it as “im- 
practicable and inexpedient.” There are two important 
considerations bearing upon this subject. ‘If the work of 
the court is extensive enough to furnish full employment 
for these several classes of officers, the obvious advantages 
of division of labour seem to be as applicable to this as to 
all other cases. There is also to be borne in mind the 
desirability of uniformity of practice in the drawing up 
of orders and the taxation of bills, and this can best, 
perhaps only, be attained by referring each branch toa 
distinct office. It must, however, be admitted that there 
is much apparent plausibility, and some real truth, in the 
contention to which tiie question whether the whole 
business relating to one suit should be transacted before 
one officer, relates. It may be urged that one officer and 
his staff would have the whole circumstances of the par- 
ticular case within his and their own knowledge, and be 
accordingly better able to do justice to the suitor and 
the solicitor than is done under the present system. 
But to set against this there are the considerations 
that this one officer would be without the checks and 
safeguards against error which now exist; that it is not 
likely he would discharge any one of his multifarious 
duties with the efficiency of officials trained to perform 
that special duty, and that while the chief clerks 
attached to certain judges would be overwhelmed with 
work, those of other judges might be comparatively 
idle. 





=== 


WARRANTY OF CARE. 
II. 
(Continued from p. 569.) 

As the result of the two cases of Redhead v. Midland 
Railway Company (17 W. R. 737, L. R. 4 Q. B. 379) and 
Francis v. Cockerell (18 W. R. 668, L. R.5 Q. B. 184, 
501), the law seems to be clearly laid down that, on the 
one hand, a person letting a thing for hire, or receiving 
hire for its use, is not an insurer against all defects, but, 
on the other hand, that he is an insurer in respect of 
defects which reasonable care might have, prevented— 
whether his own care or that of the maker; and further, 
the last-named case seems to warrant the statement that 
nothing here turns on whether the thing let is moveable 
or immoveable. As these are decisions of the Court 
of Exchequer Chamber we might have looked upon them 
as practically final. 
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But in Searle v. Laverick (22 W.R. 367, L. RB. 9 
Q. B. 122) the Court of Queen’s Bench was called 
on to apply these principles to the following facts :— 
A livery-stable keeper had placed a carriage entrusted 
to his care in an unfinished building in his yard, 
which was still in the contractor’s hands. While there, 
the carriage was injured by the fall of the building, 
which was blown down, owing (as it must be taken) to 
theneglect of the contractor's workmen. That the build- 
ing was unfinished was considered by the court to be, 
under the circumstances, immaterial ; the question. there- 
fore simply was, whether the defendant, the livery-stable 
keeper, was to be considered as having (like the carrier 
and the owner of the race-stand) warranted that the 
building, for the use of which he received reward, was 
safe, so far as “ the exercise of reasonable care and skill 
could make it”; or whether his duty only was to “ take 
reasonable care that any building in which the carriage 
was deposited was in a proper state, so that it might be 
reasonably safethere.” Thecourt (consistingof Blackbur, 
Mellor, and Lush, JJ.), after reserving judgment, held 
that the duty was only of the latter kind, The judgment 
is evidently prepared with much care, and ufter a full 
consideration of Redhead v. Midland Railway Company 
and Francis v. Cockerell ; it is, therefore, of course, pro- 
bable that it is right; but we must confess to some diffi- 
culty in following the reasoning of the learned judges, 
and a hesitation which is not diminished by observing 
that they candidly admit the ratio decidendi to be some- 
what vague and indefinite. They apply as the touch- 
stone Lord Holt’s famous judgment in Coggs v. Bernard 
(Lord Raym. 909) ; they exclude the case from the first 
class mentioned by him, where the bailee is an 
insurer—namely, the class of innkeepers and carriers 
of goods; they say, therefore, that it falls within 
the seeond class, the class of bailees for reward 
not exercising a “public employment,” and that 
the rule applicable, according to Lord Holt, is that 
such bailees are only bound to take reasonable care, 
because “it would be unreasonable to charge them with 
a trust farther than the nature of the thing puts it in 
their power to perform it.” 


In the first place it is to be observed that this is the 
class under which the defendants in Redhead v. Midland 
Railway Company and Francis v. Cockerell fell, unless 
the bailee of a person is in a different position from a 
bailee of a thing (and the reason for limiting the duty to 
that of taking reasonable care is as strong in the one case 
as in the other), yet a much greater duty was cer- 
tainly imposed on those defendants. However, the court 
seem not to intend to draw any distinction of this kind, 
but they say, “ Where the matter is not already decided 
by authority, the principle by which the court is to be 
guided in determining what is the obligation implied by 
law is that given by Lord Holt in Coggs v. Bernard—that 
it would be unreasonable to charge the bailee with a trust 
further than the nature of the thing puts it into his power 
to perform it.’”” Now, in substance, this amounts to say- 
ing that the liability of the carrier of passengers, which 
was recognised, and of the letter of places on a stand, 
which was decided upon, in Francis vy. Cockerell, are ex- 
ceptional cases, not, as would be supposed from the lan- 
guage there used, illustrations of a rule; and from the 
context of the passage just quoted it is evident that this 
is what is really meant. It is true the court substitute 
for Lord Holt’s rule, that the duty of the bailee is only to 
take reasonable care, the reason of his rule, that the 
duty is not to exceed what the nature of the thing puts 
in the bailee’s power to do; but inasmuch as the exer- 
cise of care by another person (namely, by the manu- 
facturer or the builder) is certainly a thing not in the 
bailee’s power to secure, by making him answerable for 
its neglect you are certainly just as much exceeding the 
reason of the rule as the rule itself. The case of Francie v. 
Cockerell is therefore clearly treated ns exceptional, unless 
indeed the reading given to this reason by the Queen’s 
Bench is (as we rather suspect it to be) that it is “ un- 








reasonable to charge the bailee with a more than 
reasonable obligation”; and that consequently the 
rule is, that he shall be charged with such an obligation 
as it is reasonable to charge him with; in which case 
Francis v. Cockerell would certainly not be 
tional, provided only the decision is reasonable. The 
passage quoted is followed by a reference to Pothier, 
and an illustration given by him of a cooper sup. 
plying wine casks, which is not the case of a. bailee 
at all, and throws, so far as we can see, no light 
on the subject, 

But then comes what seems to show the basis on 
which the judgment rests, and that basis is the read. 
ing of the rule which we have just described. The 
court say that unless there is a real distinction between 
the case in hand and Francis v. Cockerell the same con- 
tract ought to be implied; that nice distinctions ought 
not to be drawn ; that it is very difficult to draw the pre. 
cise line between cases where the warranty should be im- 
plied and where it should not; but that the present case 
is on a different side of the line from Francis v. Cockerell. 
The first reason seems to be that there is no decision to 
the contrary, a reason which does not go far. The 
second is, that a livery-stable keeper or a warehouseman 
is usually tenant of the building in which he stores the 
goods entrusted to him, and that a tenant gets no implied 
covenant from his landlord that the building is fit for 
the purpose for which it is let. The logic of this is ob- 
scure; it appears to mean that because when an owner 
parts with the possession of his house to a tenant the 
maxim of caveat emptor applies, therefore, where the 
owner of a chattel parts with the possession of it to some 
one else for safe custody in a house, some similar or 
analogous rule applies against the bailor who parts with 
the possession, and in favour of the bailee who takes it. 
If the suggestion is that the bailee ought not to be held 
to give a warranty as to another's care, because he does 
not get one from that person, the argument implies that. 
in every case where he does get such a warranty he 
would be able to recover over against the original de- 
faulter the same damages which he would, if liable 
himself, have to pay; a proposition which it would, we 
think, be hard to establish. 

Now the question arises, are we to look upon Francis 
v. Cockerell as law, or are we not? That the case wenta 
great way we do not attempt to deny; but it was the 
unanimous decision of the Queen’s Bench and the Ex- 
chequer Chamber; and the learned judges who decided 
it certainly did not think they were deciding upon an 
exceptional case, or making a rule only for the benefit of 
the occupants of race-stands. But if it is law, what is 
the rule ‘+ establishes? and is that rule consistent or in- 
consiste..i with Searle v. Laverick ? If consistent, what 


is the real ground of distinction between the cases? For 


an intelligible answer to these questions we can only 
look to some further decision in the Exchequer Chamber 
itself. 





RECENT DECISIONS. 
BANKRUPTCY. 
LiquipaTion—DiscuarGE or PARTNER. 

Megrath v. Gray, C.P., 22 W. R. 409. 

This decision takes another step in assimilating the 
law of liquidation to the law of bankruptcy. The 50th 
section of the Act of 1869, following the earlier legis- 
lation, provided that “the order of discharge shall not 
release any ‘person who, at the date of the order of adju- 





dication, was a partner with the bankrupt.” The partner \ 


of the plaintiff had in fact filed a petition for liquida- 
tion; a person to whom the defendant had i 

a bill given him by the partnership, had proved 
under the liquidation, and had received his dividend, 
but had afterwards reindorsed the bill to the defen- 
dant, who thus became a creditor of the plaintiff 
for the unsatisfied portion of the bill, if section. 50 ap- 
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plied to the case. The question arose with reference to 
the defendant’s right to set off this amount in an action 
brought against him by the plaintiff; and the court, 
following the spirit of the decisions in Hx parte Duig- 
nan (19 W. R. 1127, L. R. 6 Ch. 605), Hx parte Rumboll 
(19 W. R. 1102, L. R. 6 Ch. 842), and the analogous 
case under the Act of 1861 of Andrew v. Macklin (13 
W. R. 291, 6 B. & 8. 201), held that section 50 applied 
to the case of a liquidation ; notwithstanding the clause 
in section 125, sub-section 9, which enacts that “ tlie 
provisions of this Act with respect to the close of a 
bankruptcy, discharge of a bankrupt, &c., shall not 
apply in the case of a debtor whose affairs are under 
liquidation by arrangement.” This was certainly not 
more difficult to hold than what was decided in the 
cases referred to; it is obvious, when section 125, sub- 
section 9, is looked at, that the provisions as to the time 
and mode of effecting the discharge are what it is meant 
to exclude; for the section goes on to say in what way 
“the close of the liquidation may be fixed, and the dis- 
charge of the debtor granted’; and then sub-section 10 
provides that “a certificate of such discharge given by 
the registrar shall have the same effect as an order of 
discharge given to a bankrupt under this Act.” How 
could it have the same effect, if it released in cases 
where, by section 50, a discharge in bankruptcy would 
not release ? 





COMMON LAW. 
INTERROGATORIES. 
Horne v. Hough, C.P., 22 W. R. 412. 


In noticing (17 S. J. 668) the case of Elkin v. Clarke 
(21 W. R. 447) we referred to the course of decisions as 
to the allowance of interrogatories directed to ascertain 
the amount of damages, and pointed out that the true 
rule seemed to be, that such interrogatories should be 
allowed for the purpose of enabling the defendant to 
pay money into court, but not where the defendant de- 
nied the plaintiff's cause of action. By allowing the 
interrogatories in this case the court has affirmed the 
first part of this rule, and by the reason for their de- 
cision has impliedly affirmed the second part also. 








REVIEWS. 


THE JUDICATURE ACT ANNOTATED. 


The Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, with Ex- 
lanatory Notes. By Freeman Otitver Haynes, Esq., 
Barris ter-at-Law. Maxwell & Son. 


This is a very useful and opportune publication. Since 
during the next few months every lawyer will have to go 
toschool to learn the provisions of an Act, “the most 
important, probably,” as Mr. Haynes truly remarks, “ in 
relation to the administration of justice, that has ever 
been placed on the statute roll of the country,” it is 
well that so excellent a primer has been provided. On 
one page is printed a copy, on a smaller scale, of the 
Judicature Act, stated to correspond, line for line, with 
the copies sold by the Queen’s printer, and on the oppo- 
site page are explanatory notes, which are not mere pegs 
to hang snippings from other authors upon, but are in- 
structive explanations of, and criticisms upon, the diffe- 
rent sections of the Act and the rules. Instead of being 
overloaded with irrelevant matter, they are tersely ex- 
pressed, and are strictly confined to the subjects of the 
sections to which they relate. Mr. Haynes has hit de- 
fects in the Act which we have not seen elsewhere 
noticed. Thus he suggests that the operation of the 
provision of section 8, that judges need not be serjeants, 
may deserve consideration in relation to the visitatorial 
authority exercised by the judges of the common law 
courts over the Inns of Court, as to which the practice 
of disconnecting the judges from their Inns on their 


appointment has been found a convenient one. Ou sec- 
tion 25, sub-section 1 (administration of assets of insoi- 
vent estates), he says, “ It appears to have escaped atten- 
tion tliat the equitable rule prevails also in cases arising 
under the Winding-up Acts (see Kellock’s case, L. R. 3 
Ch. 769), and in default of further statutory enactment it 
must, by sub-section 11, still prevail in these cases.” Ox 
section.55 he points out that the additional judges of the 
Court. of Appeal are apparently to take no part in 
making the arrangements for the transaction of the 
business of that court, and remarks that this harmonises 
ill with the provision of section 6, that all the judges, 
save as otherwise expressly mentioned, shall have equal 
power, jurisdiction, and authority. As a good specimen 
of Mr. Haynes’ critical observations we may quote a 
part of his remarks on section 64 (district registries), 
which he thinks may possibly become the first step 
towards a general scheme of localising the courts of jus- 
tice. He says—‘ Laying out of account altogether pro- 
fessional considerations (such as those bearing upon the 
so-called central bar question, and the interests of the 
London agency firms of solicitors), and looking only to 
the interests of the public, it would seem that when 
plaintiff and defendant reside within the same district, 
local litigation may work fairly and must result in great 
saving of expense. On the other hand, to confer on 
plaintiffs a general right of selecting their own district 
might inflict great hardship on defendants. According 
to the present centralised system, country litigants are, 
to some extent, on an equality. Their local legal ad- 
visers have, as a rule, their own London agents selected 
and approved by experience, but to compel a defendant 
resident (say) at Exeter to defend proceedings conducted 
before a York local tribunal, by means of a hastily 
chosen York agent, would seem inequitable. In equity 
proceedings, where many persons besides the plaintiff 
and defendants are interested, the grievance might be 
especially great.” 





MR. FORSYTH’S ESSAYS. 


Essays, Critical and Narrative. By Wr.1am Forsytu, 
Q.C., LL.D., M.P. Longmans & Co. 


This is a collection of articles and lectures published 
or delivered at various periods from 1857 to March last. 
The subjects are very varied, ranging from Eugénie 
de Guérin to Criminal Procedure; and the mode of 
treatment naturally differs according to the character of 
the periodicals in which the essays have appeared. The 
merely descriptive articles can hardly be considered to 
deserve rescuing from “the wave of oblivion which,” 
as the author in his preface plaintively remarks,. “so 
soon passes over ephemeral literature.” And of some of 
the more important contributions all that can be said is 
that they are clear and interesting statements or narra- 
tives. In one of these, on “The Kingdom of Italy,” 
we observe that Mr. Forsyth has been courageous enough 
to reprint an essay which appeared in 1861, the specu- 
lations in which, as to the probability of the achieve- 
ment of Italian unity, have been happily falsified by 
events. 

Confining our attention to the essays relating to legal 
topics, the most valuable of these, we think, is the 
second, which contains a careful comparison of criminal 
procedure in Scotland and England, «propos of the now 
almost forgotten trial of Madeleine Smith. Mr. Forsyth 
thinks that while it may, perhaps, be difficult to decide 
which of the two systems is the best adapted for the 
defence of innocence and the detection of guilt, it is 
not difficult to show that in each there are deficiencies 
which might be supplied, and faults which might be 
corrected by the example of the other. As regards the 
preliminary steps before the accused is brought for trial, 
he concludes that the balance of advantage decidedly 
lies with the Scotch system. We may remind our 
readers that the basis of that system is the principle 





that it is the duty of the State to detect and endeavour 
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to procure the punishment of crime. In each county 
and in some of the larger boroughs, there is a Procurator 
Fiscal—usually a leading attorney of the district—whose 
duty it is, on receiving information that a crime has 
been committed, to institute an inquiry; if any person 
is suspected, to obtain a warrant for his apprehension, 
to bring him before the sheriff for examination, and 
to take the “precognitions” or statements of wit- 
nesses. These precognitions are forwarded to the Crown 
agent, who sends them to the advocate depute of the 
district, whose duty it is to decide whether further pro- 
ceedings shall be taken. There are four of these advo- 
cates depute, who are practising barristers, and act 
under the Lord Advocate. Mr. Forsyth contrasts this 
carefully-arranged system with the hap-hazard mode in 
which our prosecutions are commenced and continued. 
He endorses the recommendations of the committee of 
1855, which follow, in their main outline, the Scotch 
organization ; but he would substitute the Home Secre- 
tary for the Attorney-General as the head of the depart- 
ment of criminal justice. We have often urged the 
necessity for the appointment of public prosecutors, and 
we trust that no long period will elapse before this 
reform will be effected. 

In the same essay Mr. Forsyth deals with Mr. Hallam’s 
so-called “ preposterous relic of barbarism ’—the unani- 
mity of the jury, to which the attention of the House of 
Commons has been recently directed. We find from 
another article that Lord Brougham forcibly urged in 
1830 the very weighty argument in favour of this require- 
ment which was so effectively employed in the recent dis- 
cussions in committee on the Juries Bill. “ I would have a 
forced unanimity among the jury. Were it otherwise, 
there would never be that patient investigation which is 
necessary to come at the truth.’ While we agree with 
Mr. Forsyth that there is ne such reason in civil as exists 
in criminal cases against taking the verdict of a majority, 
it has always appeared to us that the loss of the advan- 
tage which arises from the thorough discussion of the sub- 
ject by the jury, in order to enable them to come to an 
agreement, would more than counterbalance any gain 
which might accrue from at once taking the verdict of a 
majority of the jury. It seems to us, however, as we have 
before suggested (17 S. J. 572), that a discretion might 
be given to a judge to accept the decision cf a majority 
after the lapse of a sufficient time to exhaust all possibi- 
lity of agreement. Mr. Young’s amendment to the Juries 
Bill, that in civil cases a verdict of nine out of a jury of 
twelve, should be sufficient, after the jury had deliberated 
three hours, to some extent proposed to carry out this 
idea, but it met with little favour in the House. Mr. 
Forsyth’s account of the vacillations of opinion in the 
French Legislature respecting the verdict of a majority is 
very remarkable. He tells us that between 1791 and 1848 
the law respecting verdicts by a majority in criminal cases 
was changed no less than twelve times. Under the 
Republic that followed the Revolution of 1848: the 
majority was required to be nine, but this was found to 
lead to so many acquittals that a law of 1853 substituted 
for it the rule of a simple majority for a verdict of guilty. 

In addition to this suggestive essay the book contains 
a long and gossipy review of Foss’s Judges of England, 
and a very appreciative notice of the speeches of Lord 
Brougham. A subsequent essay on the progress of law 
reform refers in detail to Lord Brougham’s services in 
that cause. It deserves to be remembered that, out of 
seventy defects in our legal system of which he com- 
plained in his great speech on law reform in 1828, about 
sixty had been removed before 1849. 


WORKS RECEIVED. 


Ao Explanation of Ancient Terms and Measures of 
Land, with some Account of Old Tenures. By Puitip H. 
Hore. Pickering. 


An Epitome of Leading Common Law Cases. 
Edition. By Jonn InpEgMaur. 


Second 
Stevens & Haynes. 
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NOTES. 


HOME. 

In the Irish Court of Queen's Bench, on Monday last, a 
curious question arose on the construction of two Acts 
relating to the qualification of the owners of greyhounds 
and setters. The point was raised on a case stated by the 
justices of the petty sessions of the town of Cashel, who 
had refused to convict underan Act of William 3, for the 
possession of a greyhound by the respondent, and the 
point was whether the justices had jurisdiction so to con- 
vict under the 2nd section of that Act, which gave justices 
a power to impose a penalty of £5 Irish currency upon a 
person having in his possession a greyhound without the 
qualification stipulated by the statute of £40 a-year deri- 
vable from freehold property, or £1,000 personalty. By 
the 10th section the yearly qualification for setting dogs 
was £100 a-year, or a licence granted by magistrates, and 
to be renewed every second year, and in default of having 
such licence the owner of a setting dog was to be 
liable to penalties ; but this 10th section did not say what 
the penalties were to be, and conferred no power on jus- 
tices to hear ‘and decide, and therefore the only way 
to proceed under that section would be by indictment 
at common law. A section of a statute of George 3 
placed greyhounds, &c., upon the same footing as 
setting dogs, and subjected their owners to the like 
regulations and penalties. As the 10th section of the 
Act of William 3 conferred no power on justices to 
act summarily as to setting dogs, the question was, 
whether the summary jurisdiction given by the 2nd section 
of the earlier Act could be iucorporated with the sec- 
tion of the subsequent statute of George 3. The court 
held unanimonsly that the Act of George 3 had in effect 
repealed s. 2 of the Act of William 3, asd that the only 
proceeding against a party not qualified to keep a grey- 
hound, if such a disqualification existed, would be by in- 
dictment at common law. Mr. Justice Fitzgerald dwelt 
upon the stringency of the Act of William 3, which 
subjected parties to public whipping, ani which, he said, 
it might be worth knowing, had been passed by a domestic 
Legislature. 


Yesterday the Lords Justices, in a case of Ex parte 
Butcher, decided a question of considerable importance 
with regard to the law of fraudalent preference—viz., the 
construction of the proviso at the end of section 92 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869; and in doing so they adopted the 
view of the Chief Judge in Bankruptcy, as expressed in 
Ex parte Putman (22 W. R. 569). The section in question, 
as our readers will remember, provides that “ Every con- 
veyance or transfer of property, or charge thereon made, 
every payment made, every obligation incurred, and every 
judicial proceeding taken or suffered by any person unable 
to pay his debts as they become due from his own moneys 
in favour of any creditor, or any person in trust for any 
creditor, with a view of giving such creditor a preference 
over the other creditors, shall, if the person making, taking, 
paying, or suffering the same become bankrupt within 
three months after the date of making, taking, paying, or 
suffering the same, be deemed fraudulent and void against 
the trustee of the bankrupt appointed under this Act ; 
but this section shall not affect the rights of a purchaser, 
payee, or incumbrancer in good faith and for valuable considera- 
tion.” The Court of Appeal have decided that, if the 
preferred creditor is ignorant of the debtor's inability. to 
pay his debts and of his intention to prefer, and merely 
receives, in good faith, payment of his just debt, he 
cannot be deprived of what he has so received, because of 
the existence of circumstances and motives of which he 
was entirely ignorant. 


Mr. William Sheward Cartwright, the owner of the horse 
George Frederick, the winner of the Derby, was formerly a 


solicitor. He was articled in Hereford about the year 1829, 
and was admitted in 1834. From that date until 1866 he 
took out his annual certificate, but for many years before 
his retirement he practised very little. During his residence 
at Newport, in Monmouthshire, where he exercised his pro- 
fession for more than thirty years, he beca:ne a coal owner, 
aud this, togetaer with his racing establishment, occupied 
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much of his attention. [tis now more than twenty years 
since Mr. Cartwright took to keeping race horses, and he 
has been particularly fortunate with many of them; 
especially, for instance, with Ely and Fairwater. Albert 
Victor, the brother of the Derby winner of this year, was 
also tred by Mr. Cartwright. In the year when Baron 
Rothschild won the Derby with Favonius, Albert Victor ran 
a dead heat for second place with King of the Forest. The 
value of the Derby stakes this year is above £10,000. 





FOREIGN. 
Unitep States. 


We learn from the Albany Law Journal that the New 
York Chamber of Commerce succeeded in securing the 
passing, during the last session, of an Act establishing a 
court of arbitration for the settlement of mercantile 
disputes, the provisions of which may be studied by the 
advocates of tribunals of commerce. Resort to the court 
is to be optional; matters pertaining to a fee or life 
tenancy in real estate are not included in the jurisdiction 
of the court; the award of the court is to be final, except 
in case of fraud, collusion, or corruption on the part of the 
court. The Act provides for the appointment of an arbi- 
trator by the governor, to hold office during good be- 
haviour, and who is to receive a salary to be fixed and paid 
by the Chamber of Commerce. Any party or parties, 
whether members of the Chamber of Commerce or not, 
having controversies upon mercantile subjects arising 
within the port of New York, may summon the opposite 
party to appear before the court of arbitration at a time 
not less than two nor more than five days from the per- 
sonal service of the summons. At the time mentioned in 
the summons either party may file written ebjec- 
tions to the arbitration, and the matter is to be 
thereupon dropped; but if such objection is not filed 
the parties shal! be deemed to have submitted to the juris- 
diction of the tribunal. Each party is then entitled to 
nominate one person to sit with the arbitrator to hear and 
determine the matter. The award is to be filed with the 
clerk of the county, and is to be enforced as, and to have 
the effect of, a judgment. A rehearing may be ordered 
by the arbitrator for good cause shown. On the first hear 
ing no costs are to be allowed to either party, but ona 
rehearing the party applying therefor is to pay the costs. 
The Act does not indicate whether the tribunal shall observe 
the ordinary rules of evidence, or be at liberty to admit any 
thing as evidence which it may consider material to the 
point in issue; or whether it should be guided by the 
principles laid down by the conrts of law, or decide irres- 
pective of precedent and according to its own views of 
what is just or proper in each particular case. 


FRANCE, 


In a recent case before the Court of Appeal at Paris the 
question arose whether a chef de claque was a trader, so as 
to be liable to the bankruptcy law. It appeared that a 
M. Goudchon was a contractor for dramatic success, and 
was attached in that capacity to several theatres. It was 
his duty to form, instruct, and direct a band of men who 
every night ensured vigorous applause for the actors and 
the plays. Having been adjudicated bankrupt in bis ab- 
sence by the Tribunal of Commerce, he now applied to the 
court to annul the adjudication on the ground that he was 
not a trader. His counsel entered into a learned discus- 
sion of the origin of the cague and its history in ancient 
and modern times. He contended that the chef could not 
in any proper sense be considered a trader. His payment 
by the managers of the theatres was only in free admis- 
sions, which he sold at a low rate to the claquers. His 
gains consisted chiefly in gratuities from actors and 
actresses who desired specially rapturousapplause. Under 
these circumstances it was contended he was an artist, and 
not a trader. The court, however, declined to take this 
view, and confirmed the order of the Tribunal of Com- 
merce, 








The Earl of Belmore on Wednesday presented a petition 

to the House of Lords from the Incorporated Society of 

Attorneys and Solicitors in Ireland, praying for certain 
&Smendments in the Irish Judicature Bill. 





COURTS. 


ROLLS COURT, IRELAND. 
Feb. 26; May 6.—T7he Dublin and Drogheda Railway Com- 
pany, Ex parte James W. Knott, and Thomas Knott.* 

On the hearing of an application by two persons for the 
payment out of court cf a sum of money lodged in court by a 
railway company, the fact that one of the applicants had, since 
the petition was presented, bern adjudicated a bankrupt, and 
that the other was a minor, under twenty-one years of age, 
was kept back from the court. The order for payment, made 
under these circumstances, was rescinded on the application of 
he assigneesin bankruptcy, and the solicitor who acted for the 
petitioners was suspended from practising in the Court of 
Chancery. 

This was a motion on behalf of the assignees of James 
W. Knott, a bankrupt, to rescind an order pronounced by 
this court on the 25th June, 1873, directing the sum of 
£146 to be paid out of court to him. The facts of the 
case, as appeared from the affidavit of the solicitor for 
the assignees, were as follows :— 

The bankrupt, James W. Knott, occupied certain pre- 
mises, No. 21, Church-road, in the parish of St. Thomas, 
in Dublin, as tenant from year to year, at the rent of £23 
per annum, and he carried on in them the business of 
a grocer and spirit dealer, with his son Thomas Kuott. 
In 1869 the Dublia and Drogheda Railway Company, 
under the powers contained in their Act of Parliament, 
took the house and lodged in court £46, which was 
awarded by the arbitrator as compensation for the tenant's 
interest, but J. W. Knott, having traversed the award, ob- 
tained from a jury the additional sum of £100, which was 
also lodged in court by the company. On the 13th June, 
1873, J. W. Knott was adjudicated a bankrupt, and on 
the 8th July a creditors’ assignee was appointed. Before 
the presentation of the petition in bankruptcy James W. 
Knott and his son Thomas Knott presented a petition in 
Chancery on the 28th May, 1873, praying for paymert to 
them of the money so lodged in court by the railway com- 
pany; and on the 25th June, 1873, an order was made 
directing payment to be made to the petitioners after the 
usual advertisements had been inserted. The assignee in 
bankruptcy caused a caveat to be lodged against payment 
of the money to James W. Knott and Thomas Knott, and 
by an order of the Bankruptcy Court, dated the 9th Sep- 
tember, 1873, the assignees were directed to present a 
petition in Chancery for the payment of the money to them, 
in order that it might be distributed in the bankruptcy 
matter. In the petition in Chancery all mention was sup- 
pressed of the fact of the minority of Thomas Knott, and 
in the body of the affidavit no statement appeared that 
he was under twenty-one years of age, though his age was 
stated in the heading of the affidavit. 

Perry, for the assignees. 

Fitzgibbon, Q.C., for the solicitor. 

SuLtivan, M.R. (after mentioning the facts of the case.) 
—Thomas Knott was a minor when the petition in Chan- 
cery was presented and the order obtained ; both James 
W. Knott and his solicitor were present in court at the 
hearing of the motion, when the matter was directed to 
stand over, in order that the persons. concerned in the 
presentation of the petition might make affidavits to 
explain their conduct. The solicitor made an affidavit in 
which he stated that having been engaged as attorney for 
the petitioner at the trial of the traverse, in which he was 
awarded £146 ; he filed the usual summary petition to 
enable the Kuotts to get out of court the sum lodged ; that 
the petition and affidavit verifying the same were lodged 
on 28th May, 1873, and having been referred to the Master 
of the Rolls, the usual order for service was made, and tho 
petition was listed for 11th June. That on 9th June James 
W. Knott was arrested under a ca. sa.; that as solicitor 
for Knott, and by his direction, he filed a petition in bank- 
ruptcy, in which Knott stated he was entitled to one balf 
of the money lodged iv Chancery, and on the 13th he was 
adjudicated a bankrupt; that the motion to draw the £146 
was listed for the 11th Juve, but was not heard until 25th 
Jane, when the usaal order directing postings, &c., was 


‘ 
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made; that on 8th July the creditors’ assignee was ap- 
pointed, and on 18th July he was served with notice that 
a caveat had been lodged by the assignees against the pay- 
ment out of the money; that after the caveat had been 
lodged he took no step in the matter save to get his costs 
taxed and paid by the Dublin and Drogheda Railway Com- 
pany; that he had several interviews with the solicitor for 
the assignees, and gave him all information in his power ; 
and that when the motion of 25th June was heard he had 
no conception whatever that he was acting wrongly in 
allowing the petition to be moved ; that he was not in any 
collusion with the petitioners; that he considered it a 
matter of course that the publication of the usual adver- 
tisement would be a sufficient protection against the fund 
being paid out of court ; that he was not now concerned for 
the bankrupt, and that he strongly advised the bankrupt 
to give a power of attorney to Mr. Dening, one of the 
assignees, or to their solicitors in order to enable him to 
get the money, and apply it in payment of the debts, 
but that the bankrupt refused to accept his advice. That 
was the substance of the solicitor’s affidavit. The caveat 
having been lodged in the secretary’s office on the 17th 
July, the secretary communicated with the solicitor, and 
on the 19th he replied, stating that the matter was quite 
correct. The solicitor, after the caveat had been lodged, 
had the temerity to act under the order, and enforced from 
the railway company under the order £27 1s. 5d., the 
amount of his taxed costs, which were paid him by the 
company. In his affidavit there was not a word stated 
about the minority of Thomas Knott, or why the petition 
was presented by him as if sui juris, and it did not con- 
tain a syllable aboat minority, although when affidavits 
were directed to be filed I pointedly drew attention to 
vhat matter. The order of the court is never made unless 
>he parties applying are absolutely entitled to the money. 

‘the advertisements were directed merely as an additional 
precaution before paying out the money. If the solicitor 

was right, then after presenting the petition, if James W. 
Knott employed him as his solicitor to prepare a deed 
assigning his rights to a third party for value, after the 
execution of the assignment, the solicitor might still apply 
to the court for payment to the assignor, and leave the 
assignee to look out in the papers for the advertisements 

ard so take his chance. The solicitor prepared the peti- 

tion in bankruptcy, and on the 25th June there was a 
suppression in a flagrant manner of the fact that the title 
of Knott to the fund in court was the property of others, 

although in the affidavit to support the petition it was 
sworn that his interest in the fund was unincumbered, and 
no other person was interested therein. It was suppressed 

from the court that Knott’s interest had been vested in 
bankruptcy in the interval. 


In a matter so serious as the present I prefer to deal with 
the law as | find it laid down by other judges. Where a 
sclicitor without authority instructed counsel to appear for 
parties interested in money in court, and to consent to its 
payment out of court, he was ordered to be struck off the 
rolls. Knight Bruce, L.J., observed ‘‘It should be known 
that however personally painful it may have been to us to 
perform this duty, it has not been prompted or moved by 
any one but ourselves. We ordered the proceedings from a 
sense of public duty, and they are directly and solely 
attributable to us:” Jn re Collins, an attorney, 7 De G. M. & 
G. 558. In that case the money was lost, but in the present 
cease, by the fortunate accident of the advertisements catching 
the eye of the officers in bankruptcy, the money was saved ; 
but the solicitor is not to be thanked for that. It was his 
paramount duty to have informed the court of everything 
affecting the money in court, instead of suppressing the 
fact that the title of the party for whom he was moving had 
passed to his assignees ; but here we have asolicitor so lost 
to every sense of duty, or so fraudulently inclined, that he 
concealed the fact of the bankruptcy. In addition to that 
in the petition every fact connected with Thomas Knott’s 
minority is suppressed ; from the body of the affidavit every 
statement of fact was suppressed as to his minority, but by 
way of having a reserved case, if the minority should be dis- 
covered, in the heading of the affidavit, where the eye of the 
officer was not likely to see it, it appears in this way, ‘* We, 
James W. Knott and Thomas Knott, aged respectively 
upwards of forty years and nineteen years, jointly make 
oath, &c.,”—and the solicitor filing an affidavit to explain 








his conduct does not condescend to tell the court why the 
affidavit was prepared in this manner, or how it came to 
pass the petition was framed in this scandalous manner. It 
is impossible to allow the fair and honest practice of this 
court to be exposed to the contagion of such conduct. I 
have most seriously considered whether I should not follow 
the order in Jn ve Collins and strike the name of the solicitor 
off the roll, but having regard to the fact that the money 
was not lost, I think I shall satisfy the ends of justice by 
setting aside the order of 25th of June, 1873, as having been 
obtained by wilful suppression of fact, and by directing 
James W. Knott and the solicitor to pay the costs of the 
motion to set aside the order, and the solicitor shall be 


. suspended from apr. in the Court of Chancery until 


further order. The solicitor must also repay to the railway 
company the sum which he received from them. I am 
anxious to deal with the matter in a lenient manner, it 
being an offence against myself, and finding that the late 
Master of the Rolls made a similar order to the present in 
regard to a solicitor who had taken a seal off a settlement, 
I will stop short of striking the solicitor’s name off the rolls, 
I hope this will be the last of these scandalous cases in this 
court. The assignees’ duty will be to move their petition 
for payment of the money to them as soon as possible. 

[May 6.—On the motion of Ferry for the assignees, an 
order was made to pay ths money over to them. ] 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

June 1.—Real Property Limitation Bill.—This Bill was 
read a third time and passed. 

Land Titles and Transfer Bill—The Lord CHANCELLOR 
said their Lordships would observe that several proposed 
amendments stood in his name on the paper. With but 
one exception, those amendments were verbal. The excep- 
tion was an amendment to the 27th clause. It had been re- 
presented to him that in various parts of the country, and 
especially in densely-populated districts, transactions took 
place with respect to very minute portions of land. He 
was informed that only very small expenses were incarred 
in these cases. He had heard of dealings in which the 
whole cost of the transfer was only from £3 to £5. It was 
apprehended that in such cases the provision in regard of 
compulsory registration of title would impose costs which the 
transactions would scarcely bear. He proposed, therefore, 
by way of amendment, a provision which would limit, in 
the first instance, the compulsory enactment to transactions 


! in which the purchase-money exceeded £300. The amend- 


ments having been agreed to, the Bill was read a third time 
and passed. 

Real Property (Vendors and Purchasers) Bill.—This Bill 
was also read a third time and passed. 

Customs and Inland Revenue Bill.—This Bill was read a 
second time. 

India Council Bill.—This Bill was also read a second 
time. 

Jone 4.—Public Worship Regulation Bill—On the motion 
that the House go into committee on this Bill, Lord 
LIMERICK moved, as an amendment, that ‘this House, 
while admitting the present unsatisfactory state of the 
laws ecclesiastical, is of opinion that exceptional] legislation 
is not now desirable, but rather calculated to promote 
vexatious litigation.”—The Duke of Martsoroven said 
that there were a number of clergymen who objected to 
be bound by the decision of any tribunal not purely eccle- 
siastical. He had presented a petition expressing their 
determination in that respect. He hoped that the Bill 
would be postponed for a year, to enable the laity to express 
their sentiments.—The Lord CuanceLLor hoped that no 
clergymen had so expressed themselves on the face of a 
petition presented to the House. As to the provision 
giving the bishop an assessor he asked, how are you to pay 
the judge to be thus appointed ? He found no provision on 
the subject. Then, again, one naturally asks, what are to 
be the legal relations between the bishop and the judge ? 
The Bill provides that the bishop is to consider the case 
along with the judge. If they differ, is the judge to over- 
rule the bishop or the bishop the judge, or must both 
agree before any decision can be come to? Again, observe 
what may arise out of legislation of this description. 
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Twenty-eight diocesan courts in the kingdom, and judges 
in them who are not, from the eminence of their position, 
likely to command great respect for their decisions.. 
Was that likely to promote uniformity in the law? 
He owned he thought there were in Lord Shaftesbury’s pro- 
ition, that a judge should be appointed for the provinces 
of Canterbury and York, some very great advantages. In the 
first place you obtain in all these cases the decision of a first 
class and a permanent judge ; great uniformity of decision, 
and also the power to eliminate one stage of litigation, be- 
cause the appeal from that one judge will be direct to the 
Queen in Council.—After some conversation, Lord NELson 
said he thought that Convocation ought to be consulted with 
ect to the revision of the Rubrics. —Lord SaLisBury re- 
marked that the Church Discipline Bill was not referred to 
Convocation, and he did not see why the present measure, 
which was an amendment of the Church Discipline Act, 
should be submitted to Convocation.—Lord SELBoRNE pointed 
out that in none of the statutes for enforcing Church 
discipline was there the slightest trace of the opinion of 
Convocation having been at any time sought as to the means 
Parliament should use for the purpose of enforcing the 
existing laws of the Church.—Lord Liverick withdrew his 
amendment in order that a division might be taken on an 
amendment proposed by the Duke of Marlborough, declaring 
that the House, while recognising the importance of a 
revision of the law for the restraint of ecclesiastical offences, 
considered it inexpedient to proceed with the Bill at present, 
On a division the amendment was rejected by 137 to 29. 

The House then went into committee on the Bill, and the 
first five clauses were agreed to. 

Clause 6 was, at the suggestion of Lord SELBoRNE, struck 
out.—The Earl of SuarresBurY moved in page 3, after 
clause 7, to insert clauses enabling the Archbishop of 
Canterbury and the Archbishop of York, subject to her 
Majesty’s approval under her sign manual, to appoint 
from time to time a barrister who had been in actual 
practice for tern years, or a person who had been a judge 
of one cf the superior courts, to be, during good behaviour, 
a judge of the Provincial Courts of Canterbury and York. 
If the Archbishops failed in six months to appoint such a 
judge, the Queen might appoint him by letters patent ; 
and his salary, which was not to exceed £4,000 a-year, 
was to be paid by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. The 
judge must be a member of the Church of England, and 
he would be, ex officio, an Ecclesiastical Commissioner.— 
After some discussion the first of the clauses proposed to 
carry out this motion was carried, on a division, by 112 
to 18. 

Clauses providing that if the Archbishops should not, 
within six months after the passing of the Act, or within 
six months after the occurrence of any vacancy in the 
Office, appoint the judge, her Majesty might, by letters 
patent, appoint sone person haviug the prescribed quali- 
fications to the office, aud that such judge should be, ex 
oficio, an Ecclesiastical Commissioner for England, were 
also agreed to. 

The next clause—clause D—providing that tke judge 
should perform the duties belonging to the offices of Master 
of Faculties, Dean of the Court of Arches, Vicar-General, 
&o,, was, after some conversation, postponed. 

Clause E, requiring the judge tobe a member of the 
Church of England, was agreed to with a verbal amend- 
ment. 

Clause F, the last of those proposed by the Earl of 
Shaftesbury, relating to the emoluments of the judge, was 
understood to be agreed to, with the omission of the words 
fixing the salary at not more than £4,000. 

A discussion arose as to whether the committee should 
proceed with clause 8, and it was ultimately agreed to re. 
port progress, and the House resumed. 

The Customs and Inland Revenue Bill.—This Bill passed 
through Committee. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


June 1.—Revenue Officers Disadititics Bill—The Honse 
went into committee on this Bill—The CHancetLor of the 
Exouequer moved the omission of clause 1.—Mr. Monk 
assented, and the clause was then struck out. Other 
amendments having been made on the motion of the CHan- 
‘CELLOR of the Excuequer, the Bill passed through come 


Fines, Fees, and Penalties Bil.—This Bill passed through 
committee, 
Juries Bill—The committee on this Bill was resumed. 
On clause 73 (trials shall continue notwithstanding the jury, 
are reduced in number),—Mr. Serjeant Suson moved to ex- 
tend the exceptions mentioned in the clause to trials for 
treason, misprison of treason, treason felony, sedition, and 
blasphemy, and to omit the words “ civil or criminal ; the 
judge presiding at such trial shall have power.” —Mr. Lopgs 
considered the clause a valuable provision of the Bill, which 
he was unwilling to relinqnish, particularly as, since they 
were last in committee, he had ascertained that it was 
approved by all the judges of the Court of Queen’s Bench.— 
Mr. M. Luoyp suggested that it would be wise to omit all ex- 
ceptions, and tofixthe minimum number of ajury ateleven.— 
Mr. GoLDNEY said it was absolutely necessary that discretion 
should be vested in a judge to decide upon the temporary 
character or permanence ot a juror’s illness.—TheSoticrror- 
GENERAL supported the clause.—Mr. Hopwoob opposed the 
clause.—Sir J. KARSLAKE saw no valid reason for refusing 
to confer upon judges such a discretionary power as was 
provided by the clause. The amendment was withdrawn.— 
Mr. Serjeant Simon moved the insertion of words extending 
the exceptions to the trial of all capital offences. The 
amendment was agreed to, as was the clause as amended. 
On clause 74 (challenges in civil trials), Mr. M. Lioyp 
proposed to extend the power of peremptory challenge to 
trials for misdemeanours. The amendment was agreed to. 
Clause 74 was agreed to, as were also clauses 75 and 76. 
On clause 77 (special juries in criminal cases), Mr. Lorgs 
moved an amendment enabling a judge at his discretion to 
direct a case involving a charge ot felony to be tried bya 
special jury.—Mr. Horwoop objected to the prosecutor 
being allowed to apply to the Court for a special jury.—Mr. 
GREGORY urged that some cases, such as charges of poison- 
ing, were beyond the capacity of a common jury.--Sir H. 
JAMES objected te the proposal as one which might prevent 
a prisoner being tried by men of his own class.—Mr. 
Morcan took the same view.—Mr. Harpy did not think 
there was any serious objection to giving either side the 
opportunity of having a special jury with the leave of the 
Court.—-Sir T. CHambers thought the clause threw a slur 
on the tribunal which the Bill set up for the trial of 
criminal vases, and it would be unfortunate if it were in- 
serted in the measure.—The ATTORNEY-GENERAL for 
IxELAND believed the power of calling for a special jury 
would be sufficiently guard:d from abuse by the necessity of 


| obtaining the sanction of the Court.—Mr. GRANTHAM urged 


that it was only in important criminal cases that the judge 
weuld give special juries, as was now done in civil cases.— 
Mr. Lopss said the clause, as it stood now, had received the 
approval of the judges of the Court of Queen’s Bench.— 
Mr. FLoyer said the avowed object of the clause would not 
be attained, hecause it did not apply to courts of quarter 
sessions, where the bulk of criminal cases were tried. The 
cases in which the new proposal would be acted upon were 
so few that it was not worth while raising the broad ques- 
tion of principle.—-Mr. Brisrowe opposed the clause.— 
Mr. RussELL Gcrney thought the committee was losing 
sight of the main object, the insuring of right verdicts from 
juries of more, instead of less, intelligence ; and, as the 
discretion was to be exercised only by a superior judge, he 
could not see any objection to giving it. Applications were 
constantly made on behalf of prisoners for the removal of 
their trials for the express purpose of securing a jury of a 
different character. It the committee wished in felonies, as 
wellas misdemeanours, to insure that there should be a jury 
of the greatest possible intelligence, they would snpport 
the amendment.—Sir H. James said the effect of the amend- 
ment would be to give to the rich prisoner the power of 
having a special jury. The less the judge had to do with 
the selection of juries the better.—Mr. Forsyrn supported 
the amendment. On a division the amendment was carried 
by 119'to 107. 

On the question that the clause stand part of the Bill, Sir 
H. James gave notice that on the report he would move 
the omission of this clause.—Mr. J. G. Tatnor thought the 
clause was en entire innovation on the practice of the 
criminal law, and he thought it most important that it 
should be challenged on the report.—Mr. Lorgs could on 
no account relinquish this clause. After some conversa. 
tion, Sir T. Cuampers moved that the chairman report 
progress. On a division the motion was rejected by 110 





to 93. 
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Mr. KNATCHBULL-HuGeEssEN appealed to the Government 
to reconsider their position in the matter.—Mr. Harpy 
suggested that progress should be reported, and after some 
discussion this was done. 

Revising Barristers.— Mr. W.H. Smrru introduced a Bill 
to amend the law relating to the payment of revising bar- 
risters. 

Sanitary Laws,—Mr. ScuaTer-Bootu introduced a Bill 
to amend and extend the Sanitary Laws. 


June 2.— Alabamaciaims.—Mr. ANDERSON moved —“ That 
in the opinion of this House it is wrong ia principle that 
individual subjects should be left to suffer severe loss 
through a national wrong, and therefore, seeing Great 
Britain has been adjudicated to have been in the wrong 
in permitting the escape of the Alabama, and has com- 
pensated American subjects for all the consequences of that 
wrong, British subjects who have similarly suffered from 
the Alabama should be similarly compensated.’””—Colonel 
Mure seconded the resolution.—Mr. Bourke said the 
hon. member had divided his motion into three distinct 
branches—yiz., first, the losses sustained by British sub- 
jects in the Confederate States; next, other losses of 
British subjects; and lastly, losses connected with the 
Alabama claims. As to the losses arising in the Confede- 
rate States, they had been brought before the Commission 
and adjudicated upon by it; and the Commission was of 
opinion that these Josses did not come within the Treaty, 
because “the United States could not be held liable for 
injuries caused by the acts of rebels over which they could 
exercise no control and which they had no power to pre- 
vent.” With regard tothe losses sustained by British sub. 
jects under the Treaty, a Bill had been introduced into 
Congress establishing a court before which the claims 
of British subjects, as well as those of others Powers, could 
be heard and determined. Another Bill having the same 
object was also before Congress, and, if either passed, 
peremptory instructions had been sent to Sir E. Thornton 
that all claims made by British subjects should be 
preferred before that court as soon us it should be con- 
stituted. As regarded the other branch of the motion 
before the House, it was framed on a misconception. 
Great Britain had been adjudicated to be in the wrorg 
between herself and the United States, but never 
between herself and her own subjects. The principle 
was solely applicable to international disputes, and in no 
sense applicable to questions arising between Great Britain 
and her own subjects. No Government was liable for the 
assumed negligence of its officers. If the hon. member’s 
motion were carried, and if a Government were liable for 
the negligence of its own officers, any person suffering from 
the depredations of a pirate might claim compensation from 
the House of Commons, The motion was negatived without 
a division. 

Militia.—Mr. Harpy brought in a bill to amend the law 
relating to the Militia. 

Settled Estates.—The Leases and Sales of Settled Estates 
Act Amendment Bill passed through Committee. 

Murried Women’s Property—The Married Women’s 
Property Act (1870) Amendment Bill was read a third time 
and passed. 

Juries Bill.—In Committee clause 77 was struck out, Mr. 
woPEs reserving to himself the right of proposing a similar 
clause on the report. Several other clauses were, with some 
verLal amendments, agreed to, and the House resumed. 


June 4.--Licensing Act Amendment Bill,—Mr. Cross, 
in moving that the House resolve itself into committee on 
this Bill, said he bad to state the views of the Government 
in regard to this measure. As to the hours of closing, with 
regard to the metropolis, the Government did not propose to 
recede from the hour of 12.30. As to the country towns 
with a population of over 2,500, be proposed that the hours 
should be from 7 to 11 o’clock, and in the small towns under 
2,500 population he proposed to fix the hours at from 6 a.m. 
to 10 p.m. With regard to the other provisions of the Bill, 
he did not propose any change inthem, After some discus- 
sion the House went into committee. 

Clause 1 was agreed to. 

On clause 2 (hours of closing publichouses), Mr. Metiy 
moved, in page 1, line 14, to insert the word ‘‘all” before 
the word ‘‘ premises.” The amendment was agreed to. 


a 


line 16, and insert “ premises licensed for tho sale of 
intoxicating liquors by retail shall be closed as follows (that 
isto say). ‘The amendment was carried. 

Mr. Forsytu moved an amendment to the effect that in 
London th: hour of closing all publichouses on week days- 
shall be midnight. On a division the amendment was re- 
jected by 161 to 126. 

Mr. Cross proposed to amend the clause by making the 
second part of it apply to parishes containing 2,500 inhabi- 
tants instead of to towns containing 10,000 inhabitants. 
The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. Cross moved an amendment in line 27 by which- 
licensed houses, if situated beyond thé metropolitan district 
and in a parish of more than 2,500 inhabitants, should he 
closed on Saturday night at 11 instead of half-past -11 
o'clock. On a division the amendment was carried by 382 
to 42. After some amendments had been rejected the House- 
resumed. 

The Intoxicating Liquors (Ireland) No. 2 Bill.—This Bilk 
was read a second time. 





———— 


SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


— 


ASSOCLATED PROVINCIAL LAW SOCIETIES. 
Districr RecistrRies UNDER THE LAND TRANSFER Bit. 





The following observations have been issued on th’s sub-- 
ject, fo.lowing a description of the process of registration :-— 

The only machinery definitively provided to do this work, 
and in addition to it to do the infinitely more complicated 
and laborious work of registeriag ubsolute or limited titles, 
consists of a land registry office in London, conducted by a 
registrar, assisted by such assistant registrars as the Lord 
Chancellor may fix, and by a staff of examiners of title, clerks, . 
messengers, and servants. (Clause 125.) 

The authors of the Bill are of opinion that this London 
office will alongs suffice to conduct the entire registration 
business of the United Kingdom. Clause 152 of the Bull, 
however, reciting that “it may be found expedient to create 
district registries where it appears probable that the amount 
of business to be transacted in a particular district will be 
sufficient to pay the expenses of a registry in the district,” 
gives to the Lord Chancellor power, with the concurrence 
of the Treasury, to create district registries for districts. 
to be defined, and to direct by what district registrar, 
assistant district registrars, officers, and servants the. 
business of registration in each district is to be conducted. 

This provision is quite inadequate. Assuming the 
preamble of the Bill ‘that it is expedient to mike further 
provision for facilitating the transfer of land,” the ex-. 
pediency of establishing district registries at some future 
time is not doubtful; on the contrary, the necessity of 
establishing them at once is certain. Let anyone consider 
the number of transfers and leases which will be brought 
in each day for registration, and the official work required 
in the case of each of them ; and then let them imagine the 
kind of dead lock which will happen in the first week of May, 
1878, and the London office described in the 126th clause of 
the Bill. No one can say exactly the number of transactions. 
requiring registration which daily take place in England and: 

ales ; it may be 500 only, but it may just as easily be 800 or 
1,000 ; we believe it will certainly prove not less than 500, 
Keeping the land register and the index alone will require 
a separate establishment. What kind of office is con- 
templated in which to transact this enormous business P 
Where will it be built, how many dozen assistant regis- 
trars will it take, and how many hundred clerks ? 

The question of district registries was fully considered 
during the progress of the Supreme Court of Judicature Bill 
through Parliament last vear, and it appeared to the Legis- 
lature so important that these registries should be at once 
established that it was provided that the section authorising. 
them (section 60) should come into operation immediately 
upon the passing of the Act. Every reason that can be 
urged in favour of district registries for facilitating the pro- 
ceedings in actions applies more strongly to registries for 
the transfer of land, where local knowledge is so frequently 
called into requisition. Objections to the description of the 
land taken by the registrar, which will have to be proceeded 
with in the registry (clause 7), the verification by oath of 





Sir W. Harcover next moved an amendment, page 1, 
ine 14, to leave out after ** premises ”’ to ‘‘ publichouses ” in 





the description of the land required by the registrar (clause 
8), the ascertaining and stating boundaries by the registrar ;. 
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these and a variety of other proceedings will be most simply 
and expeditiously taken on the spot—indeed, taking them 
in a London office by persons personally unacquainted with 
the facts must lead to considerable expense and delay. 

But if district registries must be established, why 
are they not to be established concurrently with the 
London registry on the commencement of the Act, so 
as to enable them to get gradually into working order? 
The only result of delay will be to make it more difficult to 
set them up when it is wished to do so, for the reason that 
when once business takes one channel there is always an 
inconvenience in diverting it into another. And above all why 
adopt, as a condition for establishing a registry in a given 
district, the curious pecuniary test mentioned in clause 152 ? 
It is certainly unusual to find the benefit of an important 
measure, designed for great public ends, limited by considera- 
tions so purely mercantile. If the Legislature think that 
district registries are a convenience, district registries 
should be placed so as to give a fair share of that con- 
venience to all. It cannot be necessary to take the accounts 
of each registry which is established, and to ascertain the 

rofit ard loss of it, as ifit were a single trading concern. 
t may be that some registries will not pay their way, but 
others will certainly more than pay their way, and the 
public will doubtless look at the establishments as a whole, 
and be satisfied, if on that view they justify the sum they cost. 

The conclusion arrived at is that if the compulsory clauses 
be retained, district registries for the whole conntry should 
be at once established ; for the reason that one central 
registry will be utterly unable to cope with the business ; and 
that if district registries are established in any one place, 
fairness requires that they should be set up so as to give all 
places a reasonable share of the accommodation. These 
reasons would lose much of their force if registration were 
not compulsory, and it is important to consider whether it 

. should not be left optional. In this view much depends on 
the motive of the Bill. Ifthe proposed changes are made 
in order to satisfy a public want, and if they are adapted to 
their object, no compulsion is needed. People will volnn- 
tarily avail themselves of the facilities they have asked for. 
But if the Bill isdesigned asa measure of reform imposed 
from without, and not in answer to a public demand, it will 
be necessary to compel landowners to take advantage of it. 
In this case, however, the Legislature must be very snre 
that the new system will be an improvement on the old. 
Owners of property who are compelled to adopt a new 
method of parting with their property, and the general 
taxpayer who will have to pay for the experiment, may 
fairly ask to be assured that the experiment will answer. 
And no better test can be devised than a trial of the system. 
Ifa trial of three years shows that the measure works well, it 
will be casy to make it obligatory by a separate enactment 
of clauses 27 and 49. And we are all of opinion that this 
should be done. It would be by no means equally easy to 
repeal these clauses in the interval should experience prove 
unfavourable to their coming into operation ; for property 
will be dealt with on the assumption that on and after the 
lat of May, 1878, there will be a registered proprietor on 
the occasion of the next sale. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The society held its usual weekly meeting at the Law 
Institution on Tuesday evening last. The question ap- 
pointed for discussion was No. 541 Legal—‘ Is a bond fide 
purchaser for value from the heir-at-law of one who has 
made a voluntary conveyance within the statute of 27 Eliz. 
2?” The question was decided in the negative. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 

The usual fortnightly meeting of this society was he!d 
on Tuesday last, Mr. Nathan, barrister-at-law, in the 
chair. The debate was upon the following question :—“ A 
publican aasigns lease and goodwill of a public-house with 
& covenant not to carry on his trade within the distance of 
half-a-mile, Should the distance be measured in a straight 
line upon a horizontal plane, and not by the nearest practi- 
cable mode of access ?” The voting being equal the chair- 
man, after a careful summing up, gave his casting vote in 
favour of the affirmative. 


“LAW ASSOCIATION. 
At the usual monthly meeting of the directors held at 
the Hall of the Incorporated Law Society, on Thursday 





last, the following being present—-viz. Mr. Steward" 
(chairman), Messrs. Burges, Collisson, Cronin, Kelly, W. 
Lovell, Masterman, P. Nelson, Sawtell, Scadding, Sidney 
Smith, Tylee, H. Vallance, and Boodle (secretary), grants 
were made to the widows and families of deceased members 
amounting to £1,285,and to the widows and families of 
deceased non-members amounting to £82 10s., and the 
ordinary business was transacted. 








JUDICATURE COMMISSION. 


The following are the special papers as to the transactiow 
of business in chambers referred to in the fourth report of 
the Commissioners :— : 


1, Suggestions by Mr. Hollams as to the Transaction of Judi- 
cial Business in Chambers in her Majesty’s High Court of: 
Justice, 

As to the transaction of judicial business in chambers in 
her Majesty’s High Coart of Justice,— 

1. It is desirable that the practice in each division 
should, so far as practicable, and the nature of the business 
will permit, be uniform. 

2. That the parties should be entitled to be heard by 
counsel, subject to the rule as to the additional costs now 
iu force in the courts of common Jaw. 

3. That a judge of the Chancery division should sit in. 
chambers, instead of sitting in court, on every alternate- 
day in each week. 

4, That, unless under special circumstances, applications. 
for ex parte injunctions should be made to the judge in 
chambers. 

5. That any party moving upon notice for an injunction. 
or receiver should be at liberty to make the application in 
chambers, and all such applications should be so made in: 
cases depending upon the discretion of the judge, and not 
involving the decision of any legal principle or the ultimate 
rights of the parties. 

6. That the orders sought for by petitions which, ac- 
cording to the present practice of the Court of Chancery,. 
are marked or heard as “ unopposed,” and by setting down 
causes as “ short causes,” should be applied for in cham- 
bers. 

7. That applications by way of interpleader, and under 
the Acts for the relief of trustees, should, unless involving 
questions of legal difficulty, or unless the amount involved 
exceeds [£1,000], be heard in chambers. 

8. That applications to review the taxation of costs, and 
for an order to tax costs, should, except under speciaD 
circumstances, be heard in chambers. 

9. That all applications relating to procedure, including- 
applications which, under the rules in the schedule to the- 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, may be made to- 
the court or a judge, and in other like cases, should, except- 
under special circumstances, be heard in chambers. 

10. That questions arising under references to chambers 
as to priorities between incambrancers—as to the validity- 
of appointments—as to the liabilities of different classes 
of shareholders—as to the disputed claims of creditors, and 
other like matters, should, unless under special circam-- 
stances, be heard by the judge, and that it should be the- 
duty of the chief clerk merely to make such investigations 
as may be necessary to facilitate the decision of the matter: 
in ocntroversy. 

11. Whenever, by reason of the importance or difficulty 
of the case, or otherwise, it shall be apparent to the judge- 
that the decision of the chief clerk would not be acquiesced 
in, the reference should be heard by the judge, subjeot to 
the delegation of such inquiries into details as he may deem 
convenient, to the chief clerk. 

12. When sales are directed by the court it shonld not 
be necessary to obtain the directions of the chief clerk or 
judge as to the various proceedings (except as to the 
reserved price), but that the sale should be conducted in 
accordance with the opinion of the conveyancing counsel 
of the court as to the conditions, but subject to the right 
of any party interested to apply in chambers to a judge or- 
chief clerk. 

18. The judge should exercise a general supervision over 
cases referred by him to chambers, and should, if applied 
to, from time to time decide any question of principle whick 
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can beconveniently decided without waiting for the comple- 
tion of the inquiries. 

14, That orders made by the chief clerks in the 
Chancery division should have the same force as orders 
made by the masters in the second, third, and fourth 
divisions. 

15. The original affidavits should be used in chambers 
in accordance with the present practice in the courts of 
common law. 

16. That orders made in chambers should be promptly 
drawn up in a concise form, and served by the party 
entitled to the order, in accordance with the present 
practice in the courts of common law. 

17. That it should be no answer to an appeal from a 
decision in chambers that the question was one of dis- 
cretion. 

18. That every judge sitting in chambers should have 
jurisdiction in matters pending in any Civision of the High 
Court. 

27th January 1874. 





2. Suggestions by Mr. Bateson and Mr. Lowndes on 
Chamber Practice in Town and the Provinges. 

We venture to suggest whether it would not be respect- 
ful towards those who have taken the trouble to answer the 
questions put tothem on chamber practice that a short 
report from the commission should accompany the answers 
sent in, explaining that the questions were issued before 
the Judicature Act was passed, and that, although that Act 
provides for the framing of the Rules and Orders by the 
judges, yet that the valuable evidence obtained by the 
Commission might be of service in carryiug out that 
arduous task, upon the completeness of which so much will 
depend. 

In considering the subject of chamber practice, it must 
be borne in mind that the practice in the various courts 
at present differs very considerably, and it is desirable that 
in all the divisions of the High Court it should be made 
uniform, or as nearly so as may be, 

As to the existing differencein practice we may mention 
that in the Courts of Chancery and Common Law applica- 
tions for time to plead are heard by the chief clerk or 
master—in the Courts of Admiralty, Probate, and Divorce 
they are heard by the jadge. We suggest that all appli- 
cations should be decided in the first instance by the chief 
clerk or master (or registrar in the provinces), subject toa 
ready appeal toajudge. This has been the rule in the 
registries of the Lancashire Palatine Conrts, and has 
worked well, and it must, we submit, of necessity, be the 
rule in all provincial registries. 

Again, in matters of an administrative character the 
practice varies. It seems to us that all applications should 
be made, in the first instance, tothe chief clerk or master 
(or registrar in the provinces), and if these officers be 
selected from janior counsel or solicitors who have had 
practical experience, they would,as a general rule be able 
satisfactorily to deal with most questions, but, of course, 
there should be reserved a ready appeal toa judge. 

There are numerous matters of detail to which we do not 
refer, many of which have been alluded to by Mr. Hollams 
in his paper, in which, generally, we concur. We would, 
however, venture to suggest that, where a matter is re- 
ferred to the chief clerk (or registrar in the provinces), 
the parties ought to be at liberty to examine and cross- 
examine witnesses orally before him, and that in important 
and difficult cases the parties should have liberty to em- 
ploy counsel. This has been the practice in the Chancery of 
Lancashire, and has given satisfaction. At present, in 
Chancery in London, evidence is only taken upon affidavit, 
and the cross-examination takes place before an examiner, 
and, as a rule, the person who is to judge as to the weight 
and effect of evidence should have the opportunity of seeing 
the witness, 

We think that the leading ides in framing the Rules for 
Chamber Practice should be, that all interlocutory business 
should, in the first instance, be dealt with by the chief clerk 
or waster (or registrar in the provinces), aa is now done in 
the existing local registries in Lancashire, with power of 
appeal to the judge in chambers or the court. 

Witssam G. Barvaon, 
Feancis D, Lownpys. 
Liverpool, 204 Yebruary, 1874, 





THE JUDICATURE (IRELAND) BILL—MEETING 
OF THE BAR. 


On Saturday a meeting of the Bar was held in the 
Library of the Four Courts, for the purpose of receiving a 
report from acommittee previously appointed, onthe subject 
of the Judicature (Ireland) Bill. 

The chair was taken by Thomas M‘Donnell, Esgq,, 

| Father of the Bar. 
; Mr. William H. Kisbey read the report, which stated 
that no sufficient grounds exist for such a reduction of the 
judges of the superior courts of common law as is 
proposed by the Bill; that the business of the Probate and 
Matrimonial Court, and the Admiralty Court, should be 
attached to the Common Pleas as an integral portion of that 
division of the High Court, and the number of divisions of 
the High Court be thereby reduced from five to four, each 
of the divisions consisting of not less than four judges. 

The committee offer no opinion as to the propriety ‘of 
increasing the salaries of the puisne justices and junior 
barons of the High Court or their staffs; but are of opinion 
that, with a view to the efficiency of the Court of Appeal, a 
marked difference should exist between the salaries of the 
permanent judges of that court and those of the puisne 
justices and junior barons of the High Court. 
| The Bar of Ireland having already expressed their 
opinion that the House of Lords should contiaue to be the 
ultimate Court of Appeal for the three kingdoms, ic is un- 
necessary for the committee further to refer to the important 
clause in reference to the establishment of an imperial 
; court of appeal. 

The judge of the Landed Estates Court will become a 
judge of the High Court of Justice (section 34), endowed with 
the powers of that court, and exercising the special statutory 
jurisdiction hitherto vested in the Landed Estates Court 
(section 7). Having regard to this, the committee think the 
wording of the 40th clause of the Bill calculated to cause 
confusion, as it purports to enlarge the jurisdiction, instead 
of defining and extending the duties, of the judge of the 
Landed Estates Court. 

The enlarged powers of the Landed Estates Court, taken 
in connection with the 7th sub-division of the 27th clause 
(which provides for the complete determination of all 
matters in controversy between the parties to any cause or 
matter, and the avoiding of raultiplicity of legal pro- 
ceedings), point to the conclusion that the Landed Estates 
Court will in fature hear and decide most (if not all) of the 
questions which arise in the progress of a proceeding in that 
court, and which are now the subject matter of plenary 
suits i: equity. This must considerably increase the 
busin-»s in that court, already too ‘heavy for one judge, and 
affords an additional reason why a second judge should be 
appointed, 

The committee think that rule 18, which requires the 
several statements of complaint, defence, counter- claim, 
and reply to be printed, would work very injuriously in 
what has hitherto been known as common law business. 
Besides the delay which would be thus caused, the expense 
of printing would press very hardly on suitors, especially in 
small cases. 

Aule 47 places the subject of costs in all cases entirely at 
the discretion of the “ court.” The committee think that 
the change which this rule will introduce into what has 
been known as common Jaw business is on principle open to 
grave objections. ‘The relaxation of the strict, well-defined 
rules as to costs will, in their opinion, lead to great con- 
fusion, and this absolute power to give or withhold costs 
will impose an irksome and unwelcome burthon on the 
judge; while its tendency will be to strike at tho 
independent and fearless exercise of his profession by 
counsel, 

They think that if any such discretion is to be en- 
trusted to the bench, such a check, at all events, should 
be provided as is imposed on the judges of the Landed 
Estates Court, who are required, when refusing to make 
an unsuccessful party pay costs, to state on the face of 
the order the reason why such costs were withheld (21 & 
22 Vict. c. 72, #. 78). 

Rule 48 provides that “1 new trial shall not be granted, 
on the ground of misdirection or of the improper admis- 
sion or rejection of evidence, unless, in the opinion of the 
court to which the application has been mado, some sub- 











stantial wrong or miscarriage has been thereby occasioned 
in the trial of the action.” The effect of this rule, 
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together with the abolition of bills of exceptions by rule 
49, will be to leave all applications for new trials entirely 
at the discretion of the court. The committee think that 
this rule will, in its working, seriously affect the interests 
of suitors and the independence of the bar. 

The committee are of opinion that it is highly desi- 
rable to appoint shorthand writers to clerks in court to 
attend every hearing of any civil case before a jury, 
whether in town or on circuit. 

The committee recommend that the three sections re- 
lating to the jurisdiction of inferior courts be struck out 
of the Bill. They apply only to such inferior courts as 
now have, or may, after the Act, have jurisdiction 
in equity. There are no courts in Ireland now having any 
jurisdiction in equity in the sense of a power of enforcing 
for plaintiffs their equitable rights, and the committee 
think it better that if any such equitable jurisdiction 
should be conferred on inferior courts, it should be con- 
ferred and regulated by one and the same statute. 

The committee altogether object to those clauses of the 
Bill which give to the judges a compulsory power of refer- 
ring causes. The exercise of such powers would not, in 
their opinion, effect a saving of expense to the suitor, but, 
on the contrary, would increase the costs of litigation, 
and would in almost all cases be productive of dissatis- 
faction. 

Sergeant Aimstrong moved the adoption of the report, 
and in doing so said it appeared to him, as regarded many 
points in the Bill, that it must have been drafted by some 
one unacquainted with the practice of the courts in Ireland, 
the habits of the country, and the differences subsisting 
between the legislation for the two countries. Various 
provisions totally unsuited to this country appeared to 
have been imported, by the use of the scissors, from the 
English into the Irish Act. If tnese objectionable paris 
were not removed, the Bill would assuredly prove detri- 
mental to tre public as well as injurious to the legal pro- 
fession in this country. Whatever opinions might be 
entertained as to the desirableness of the measure, he was 
afraid that they must assume that it would pass. At 
present the energies of the able judge was presided in the 
Landed Estates Court were overtaxed, and the delays 
whick occurred in that court were a source of mischief to 
the public. It was of the utmost consequence that the 
business in the Landed Estates Court should be carried 
efficiently through ; and nothing would be more ill-advised 

than that.a judge should be engaged on one day at Nisi 
Prius, and other descriptions of legal business, and should 
be obliged, on another, to take up the difficulties and com- 
plexities arising out of title toland. During the past year 
the business of the Common Law and Admiralty Courts 
of Ireland had increased 25 per cent. The removal of any 
of the judges of common luw would consequently leave the 
judicature of the country witbout a sufficient staff, and the 
public business would be seriously impeded. 

Mr. Monroe seconded the motion, which was unanimously 
adopted. 

Mr. Hemphill, Q.C., moved that a deputation, consisting 
of Sergeant Armstrong, Mr. Falkiner, Q.C., Mr, J. Hamilton, 
Q.C., and such other members of the bar as.should find it con- 
venient to join it, should proceed to London for the purpose of 
enforcing the views contained in the report; and that the 

rney-General for Ireland be requested to introduce the 
deputation to the Right Hon. the Lord Chancellor of Eng- 
land. The Bill would bo considered in committee on next 
Tuesday evening ; and therefore it was necessary that the 
deputation should put forward their views and give their 
explanations on the morning of that day. 

Mr. Holmes, in seconding the motion, remarked that the 
number of cases which reached the stage of judgment in the 
courts of Ireland gave no idea of the number in which liti- 
gation was commenced, but was never carried to that point. 
The enforcement of some of the provisions proposed in the 
Bill would, undoubtedly, lead many suitors to abandon their 
claims rather than incur expense and delay to which they 
might in that case be subjected. 

he resolution was put and carried, 

Mr. Walker, Q.C., suggested that some members of the 
Equity Bar should accompany tho deputation ; and Mosars, 
Dames, Q.C., John O'Hagan, Q.C., and Edward Gibson, 
Q.C., consented to do so. 


LAND TITLES AND TRANSFER. 


The following letter has been addressed to the Times by 
Mr. Clabon :— 


Sir,—It is supposed that the Ministry hope to gain great 
cr edit from the Land Titles and Transfer Bill, under which, 
after three years, all titles are to be compulsorily regis- 
tered. 

The object of registry must be either to make titles more 
secure, or to simplify and cheapen land transfers. We 
have security already. At least, after a considerable 
practice, ranging over forty years, I never knew or heard 
of a purchaser’s or mortgagee’s title being questioned, 
much less of a transferee being evicted. Then as to sim- 
plicity and economy. According to a computation recently 
made by the solicitors of Birmingham, there are about 400 
conveyances of land, and nearly the same number of mort- 
gages on every day in England and Wales. One quarter 
of these—say 60,000—are transactions in which the amount 
of purchase or mortgage money is under £200 ; more than 
half are under £500 ; three-fourths are under £1,000 ; total 
number per annum, 240,000. 

Now, itisthe universal testimony of countrysolicitors that 
in the case of small transactions—viz., thoseunder £500—the 
titles are generally well known and accepted as of course, 
and the solicitors charge a small fee only—from £2 2s. to 
£5 5s.—for the transaction. E.g.,in Liverpool all the 
titles come from the Corporation, or Lord Derby, or Lord 
Sefton, and are taken asof course. Talking the other day 
to a solicitor of Liverpool as to registration, he repelled the 
idea that it could benefit any one person in or near that 
city. Moreover, these transactions are so simple that in- 
structions are often given one day and the matter com- 
pleted on the next. 

It is clear that the registration of 800 documents on each 
day—240,000 in every year—whether the office be central 
or there be several local ones, must entail vast buildings 
and an army of officials and clerks. There must be delay 
and cost. The registrar must inspect the description of 
estate or plan in each deed, compare it with others, exercise 
some judgment on it. and make entries before returning it. 
So the mechanic of Liverpool, who has bought a house for 
£200, and is quite content to accept a well-known title, 
as of course, and can do all at a few hours’ notice for some 
£4. 4s,, must submit to delay and expense because it is 
supposed that registration may benefit some one else. His 
£4 4s. must be increased considerably ; his deed, one of the 
800 of one day, must wait its turn. 

Neither do the land transactions of the rich require regis- 
tration. The large estates are in settlement, and seldcm 
come into the market ; when they do, the cost of investiga= 
tion of title is small in comparison with the value, 

It is to the intermediate transactions, those of the middle 
class, that a registry of title will do good, if to any one. 
They have security of title, but they want their land transfer 
to be cheapened and simplified. They get this, to some ex- 
tent, by special conditions as to title on sale. There no 
doubt remains the evil of re-investigation after titles have 
been gone into before. Bu: it has not yet been proved that 
the delay and expense of registration will not exceed those 
of occasional re-investigation. 

It is said that the transfer of land ought to be made as 
easy as the transfer of stock. It is soalready in the majority 
of transactions, The instructions for and completion of the 
Liverpool conveyance are as simple as the transfer of stock— 
rather more costly because of the Government stamp. In 
the remaining transactions the transfer in each case is much 
on & par. The transfer of the stock is only the last of 
numerous things. The rendering of accounts, the arrange- 
ment of figures, the execution of releases, precede the final 
transfer, So it will be with land, however simple you make 
the act of transfer. There will be caveats to be removed 
and deeds executed, as in the case of stock. The transferin 
that charming little form given by the Bill will be bat the 
crowning and completing act. 

The conclusion is to have a voluntary registration only. 
Let those people who think they will derive benefit from it 
try it, It may do some little good as to one quarter of the 
land transactions of the country. It will do no good to the 
rich. It will do nothing but mischief to the poor, Why, 





The proceedings then terminated 





then, make it compulsory ? The real remedy is to pay 
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solicitur. by percentage, and make it their interest to cheapen 
and sim) lify land transfers. 
I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 
Joun M. Crazon. 
21, Great George-street, Westminster, S.W., 








LEGAL ITEMS. 


The Prince of Wales has signified his intention of dining 
in Hall at the Middle Temple on Grand Day, the 11th inst. 


At a meeting of the Scottish Faculty of Advocates, held 
recently, Mr. Horn was elected Vice-Dean of Faculty, in 
room of Mr. Tait, resigned. 

The names of Lord Colchester, Mr. Grant Duff, M.P., 
Mr. Albert Dicey, and others have been mentioned as those 
of candidates for the Chichele Professorship of Interna- 
tional Law at Oxford. 

Vice-Chancellor Malins stated on Friday that he, in 
common with the rest of the Chancery judges, would be 
obliged to rise at one o’clock to-day (Saturday), in order to 
meet the Lord Chancellor, for the purpose of conferring 
with him upon the rules under the Judicature Act. 

The Judiciary Committee of the House of Representatives 
of the United States has authorised a Bill to be reported to 
the House allowing circuit and district judges throughout 
the United States to employ stenographers at a salary of 
eight dollars per day, to report the decisions and proceedings 
of their courts. 

The London correspondent of the Liverpool Post (where 
do these gentlemen pick up all their information ?) affirms 
that “ Six young ladies are at this moment ‘ studying for 
the bar.’ They are reading in chambers under competent 
direction, and are working through the same course as the 
students of the other sex. One of the young ladies was a 
‘prizeman’ in political economy under Professor Cairnes, 
Their aptitude for law studies is said to be astonishing.” 

At the distribution of prizes, in connection with the even- 
ing class department at King’s College, London, on Tues- 
day last, by Lord Lyttleton, the following prizes and certi- 
ficates in law were awarded :—Lord Selborne’s Prize, Mr. 
8. Billing ; the College Prize, Mr. G. E. Teale ; the Pro. 
fessor’s Prize. Mr. R.E. Perry; extra prizes for proficiency, 
Mr. T. A. S. Keeley and Mr. W. De Caux; certificates of 
“high distinction,” Messrs. Perry, Billing, and Keeley ; 
certificates of ‘merit,’ Messrs. R. W. Craighead, W. 
Coates, R. Oakeshott, N. D. Livesay, A. S. H. Jones, B. 
Ward, E. Honghton, and W. De Canux. 


In the Common Pleas on Friday week Mr. Murray, on be- 
half of the Law Society, moved to enlargea role against an 
attorney, whom it bad been found impossible to serve. 
The ordinary course had been to enlarge rules ‘‘ until next 
term ;” but it was probable that there would be no more 
terme. Unless the rule were enlarged it would drop, and 
perbaps, therefore, the court would name some day in 
November until which it should be enlarged, or they might 
consider themselves at liberty to use the words “ Michael- 
mas Term” for this particular purpose only. Lord Cole- 
ridge saii—We will call it ‘Michaelmas Term” for all 
Purposes at present. 

The following circuits were arranged on Friday, viz. :— 
Western—Lord Coleridge, CJ.,and Brett, J.—Winchester, 
Thursday, July 9; Salisbury, Thursday, Joly 16; Dor- 
chester, Monday, July 20; Exeter, Thursday, July 23; 
Bodmin, Thursday, July 30; Wells, Tuesday, August 4; 
Bristol, Saturday, August 8. Oxford—Pigott, B., and 
Lush, J.—Reading, Wednesday, July 8 ; Oxford, Saturday, 
daly 11; Worcester, Wednesday, July 15; Stafford, Mon- 
day, July 20; Shrewsbury, Tuesday, July 28; Hereford, 
Friday, July 31; Wonmonth, Tuesday, August 4; and 
Gloucester, Saturday, August 8, 

According to « Scotch newspaper, quoted by the Daily 
News, the recently appointed Scotch judge, Lord Young, 
bas commenced a crusade againat tautology and prolixity in 
Pleadings, and has begged counsel practising before him to 
abstain as mach a6 possible from introducing them. “ The 
text from which, on this oceasion, Lord Young spoke oc- 
curred in the course of ‘the adjustment of w record ina 
suction case, wherein it waa alleged that » person was 
‘ seriously and dangerously ill’ The learned jadge pointed 
Out that if the man were ‘dangerously’ ill of course he 








was ‘seriously ’ ill, and the use of the latter alverb was, 
therefore, altogether supererogatory.” 

The grand day of Trinity Term was celebrated by the 
members of Gray’s Inn on Friday. Among the guests 
were the Treasurers of the Honourable Societies of 
Lincoln’s-inn, the Inner Temple, and the Middle Temple ; 
the Right Hon. Sir Barnes Peacock, P.C., the Right Hon. 
the Master of the Rolls, P.C., the Right Hon. the Lord Chief 
Baron, P.C., the Right Hon. Abraham Brewster, P.C., the 
Hon Vice-Chascellor Malins, the Hon. Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon, the Hon. Baron Bramwell, and the Hon. Baron 
Pollock. Before dioner the annual prize, amonnting to 
£25 (an exhibition founded by Mr. J. Lee, Q.C., LL.D., late 
a bencher of the inn), for the best essay on ‘‘ The origin, 
progress, and present state of the equitable jurisdiction of 
the English Courts,” was awarded to Mr. Frederick 
Hoxley ; and the Society’s Scholarships were also awarded 
as follows:—‘ The Bacon Scholarship”’ (of the value of 
£45 per annum, tenable for two years), to Mr. M. W. 
Mattinson ; and the “ Holt Scholarship ” (of the value of 
£40 per annum, tenable for two years), to Mr. W. T. Waite. 
The subject of the examination for these Scholarships is 
“ The History of England, Political and Constitutional.” 
The subject of the Lee Prize Essay for next year is * The 
Rationale and Application of the Doctrines of Estoppel and 
quasi-Estoppel in the Administration of Law and Equity 
in England.” 


In the Court of Queen’s Bench at Dublin, on Wednes. 
day last, on an application to appoint an attorney a com, 
missioner for taking affidavits at Cork, counsel remarked 
that business was on the increase there, as the records of 
the court and the experience of the judges would testify. 
The Lord Chief Justice observed that his own experience 
most decidedly was that such was the case, althongh he 
had a few days ago read a statement, made with apparent 
authority in the newspapers, from which the very reverse 
would be inferred; in fact, that the circuit business had 
so far decreased as to enable a single judge to undertake 
it. He was certainly surprised at the assertion. Going no 
further back than the last Spring Assizes, what occurred ? 
By a pressure of business at Maryborough and a long 
criminal trial, the late Lord Chief Baron was unable to 
go to Carlow or to Naas. There were also some important 
heavy records to be tried, in consequence of which he 
himself found it would be impossible to keep his engage- 
ment to preside at the Commission Court in Dublin. 
Hence he wrote to the Lord Chancellor asking for assist- 
ance, and eventually Baron Fitzgerald kindly came to his 
aid. Still, even with the co-operation of that able judge, 
and sitting from nine in the morning till seven at night, 
he was detained in the one town for over three weeks, and 
had to leave it post-haste to perform another judicial duty 
in Dublin. All experience taught them that it was simply 
absurd to talk of circuit business being performed by a 
single judge. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
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Railways, \Pald.|Closing Price 
— — - - | ee 
Stock Bristol and Exeter | 100 123 
Stock Caledonian sreveeee| 100 91g 
Stock Giasgow and South Western .,...ecccrceereeveee) 100 ~ 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock .......c00s0eeeee 100 46} 
Stock Great Northern crecssccseeeeee bees’ 100 196 
Stock) Do., A Btock® .,,....00rrsseosserseee 100 1564 
Btock Great Southern and Western of Ir 100 109 
frock Great Western—Original.....00.-0.+ 100 1224 
Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire , 100 145, 
Stock Landon, Brighton, and South Co: 100 70 
Stock! London, Chatham, and Dover,,,. 100 a 
Stock London and North-Western... see) 100 150 
Bick London and Boath Weastern.cscccercreeessceeecre, 100 112, 
Sock Manchester, SheMeld, and LINCO cece) 100 7 
BOCK MOLFOPOMUAN sroscersesseseereerenersresseerssseerenees 100 60, 
SEK) DO,, DIMICE cressercorsecvorsersnsreseesesvoorce nes 100 25 
Stock Midas secseceeree ’ 100 131 
stock North Brition ., 100 6 
Sock | North Kastern,, 100 6 
Siock' North London ,, | 100 109 
Stock North staffordal 160 64 
Hoek South Devon ,, 100 65 
BLOCK SOU LAROIT vesseessecsersernersveees +) 100 bile 





bd A receives no dividend “ AU 6 per cont, hae boon paid to B, © 
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GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quoratron, Jnne 5, 1874. 


3 per Cent. Consols, 924xd Annuities, April, ° 85 9% 
Ditto for Account, July 92jxd_ | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 19u8 

3 per Cent. Reduced 924 Ex Bills, £1000, 23 per Ct. par 
New 3 per Cent., 923 Ditto, £500, Do par 

Do. 34 perCent., Jan. "94 Nitto, £100 & £200, par 

Do. 24 per Cont., Jan. °94 Bank of England Stock, 5 
Do. 5 per Cent,, Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 258 
Annuities, Jan, ’80 — Ditte for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


Ditto 5 per Cent., July, 80 1079xd Ditto,5§ per Cent.,May,’79 102 
Ditto for Account.— Ditto Debentures, per Cent. 
Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct.’88102 April,*64— 
Ditto,ditto,Certificates, — Do.Do,5 per Cent., Aug.’73 100) 
Ditto En faced Ppr.,¢ per Cent.98 | Do. Bonds, 4 por Ct., £1000 

{nd. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’7% Nitte, ditto under £1006 


Monry MARKET AND City INTELLIG ENC™. 


The Bank rate has again been reduced from 3} per cent. 
to 3per cent. Since Taesday there has been a marked 
improvement in the railway market, which up to that time 
was inactive. This improvement was strengthened on 
Wednesday by the publication of satisfactory traffic 
returns. There was much flatness in the foreign market 
on Saturday, but the tone improved on Monday and has 
since continued firm. Consolson Thursday closed 92% for 
delivery, and 924 to § for July. t 

The prospectus has been issued of the McHenry Mining 
Company (Limited), capital £300,000 in 24,000 shares of 
£10 each and 6,000 preference skares of £10 each. It 
states that the claim is 1,500 feet in length, and the out- 
crop or extremity 200 feet in length by 75 feet in depth. 
The vendors receive payment entirely in shares, having 
consented to take 21,600 ordinary and 3,400 preference 
shares, unless, at the option of the directors, cash be paid 
for some of the preference shares at par. The preference 
shares are to receive 25 per cent. per annum before the 
ordinary shares are entitled to participate in the profits, 
but all profits after that amount are to be equally divided. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS, 
Brown—On May 29, at the Royal Bank House, Maybole, 
N.B., the wife of David Brown, Esq., solicitor, of a son. 
HENsLEY—On May 31, at 7, Stanhope-place, Hyde-park, the 
wife of C. Ernest Hensley, barrister-at-law, Esq., of a son. 
Roperts—On May 25, at 4, Stanley-gardens, Kensington, W., 
the wife of E. Russell Roberts, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a 
son, 
MARRIAGE. 
CunnincHaAM—Coppinaton—On April 23, at Rangoon, 
British Birmah, Francis Edward Cunningham, Esq., barris- 
ter-at-law, to Adelaide Susan, youngest daughter of the late 
Rev. H. Coddington, Vicar of Ware, Herts, 
DEATHS, 
Lock—On May 26, at 15, Broad-walk, Buxton, William Lock, 
of Lansdowne House, Tenby, South Wales, solicitor, aged 77. 
Rovinson—On May 23, at 7, Sydenham-terrace, Kingstown, 
Ireland, Hartstongue Robinson, Esq., Q.C., aged 83. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 
AT THE MART. 
By Mr. E. Routys. 

City of London—Nos, 2 and 3, White-street, term 69 years— 

sold for £3,200. 
eee He. 18, Baldwin's-gardens, term 17 years—sold for 

iy, 
By Moaars, WiLKinson & Horne, 

Oxford-stroot—No. 4744 and No. 12, Musoum-street, term 69 

years—sold for £6,100, 


By Mosars. BRapEus. 
Bucks—Haversham, residence —_ with 
310a, 8r. 39p.—aold for £14,900, 
asex — Felatoad.— Folstead Bury Farm, 
330a, Or. 8p.—sold for £17,500. 
arse and Mabb's Farma, containing 272a, Sr, 18p,—sold 
for £10,000, 


homestead, and 


containing 


By Mr. F, Buck.ann, 
anonbury—No, 48, Mildmay-park, froehold—sold for £910, 





By Messrs. DeEBENHAM, Tewson, & FARMER. 7 

Loughton—Freehold detached residence—sold for £550. - 

an Ma 6, Featvat villas, a 66 years—sold for £465. 
er! ear Muide an inclosure containing la. Ir. Op. 
freehold—sold for £100. _ 


By Messrs. Epwin Fox & BovusrizLp. 
Norfolk, near Norwich—The Hethersett Hall Estate of 
269a. Ir. 25p., freehold—sold for £12,200. 
By Messrs. Norton, Trist, Watney, & Co. 
Finsbury—Nos. 30, 31, and 34, Finsbury-circus, term 25 years 
—sold for £7,800. ‘ - : 
Leasehold house ia Circus-place, same term—seld for £1,560. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Tuespay, May 26, 1874. 
STANNABIES OF CoRNWALL. 

North Wheal Rose Mining Company.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented May 21, directed to be heard befors the Vice Warden, at the 
Prince’s Hall, Truro, on Tuesday June 2, at 10. Atiidavits intended to 
be used at the hearing, in opposition to the petirion, must be filed at 
the Registrar’s Office, Truro, on or before Friday May 29, and notice 
must at the same time be given to the petitioner, his solicitor, or his 
agents. Cock, Truro, solicitor for the petitiouer. Hooke and Street, 
Lincoln’s inn fields, azents, 

Perran Consols Mining Company.—Petition for winding up, presented 
May 23, directed to be heard beiore the Vice Warden, gt the Princes’ 
Hall, Truro,on Wednesday, June 3, at 10. Affidavits intenied to be 
nosed at the hearing in opposition ¢ > the pecitioa, must be fied at the 
Registrar's Office, Truro, on or before May 30, and notices thereof mast 
at the same ttme be given to the petitioners, their sulicitor, or his 
agents. Paul, Truro, petitioner's solicitor, Gregory and Co, Bed- 
ferd row, agents. 

Fatwar, May 29, 1874. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Bessemer Steel and Ordnance Company, Limited,—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented May 28, directed to be heard before V.C, 
Malins, on June 12. Mewman aud Co, Cornhill, solicitors for the 
petitioners. Petition for winding up, pravented May 29, directed to 
be heard before V.C. Malins,on Jane 12. Dommett, Gutter jane, 
Cheapside, agents for Slater and Poole, Manchester, solicitors for the 
petitioners. 

British Slate Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
May 19, directed to be he «rd before the M.R., on June 6 Harper 
and Co, lane, solicitors for the peviti ner. 

Carnarvon and Bangor Slate Company, Limited, now called the Taly- 
sarn Slate Company, Limited.—Petition fur windiag up, presented May 
19, directed to be heard before the M.R., oa June 6. Harper and Co, 
Rood Jane, solicitcrs for the patitioaer. 

Hastings Sewage Manure Company, Limited.—The M.R. has, by an 
order dated April 28, appointed Heary Chatteris, Gresham buildings, 
to be officia! liquidator. 

Holywell Level Siiver Lead Miaing Company, Limited.—Petition for 
winding up, presented May 25, directed to be heard before V.C. 
Malins, on June 12, Gregory and Co, Bedturd row, ageats for Dan- 
can and Co, Liverpool, soliciiors for the petitioners. 

TvespaY, Jane 2, 1874. 
Usurrrep rr CHANCERY. 

Teme Valley Railway Act, 1863.—By an order made b7 ths M.R,, on 
May 23, it was ordered that the above company be wound up. Jen- 
kingon and Co, Corbet ct, Geacechurca st, solic.tors tor the peutioners 

Srannanizs OF Connwalt. 

Spearne Consols Mining Company.—By an order made by the Vice. 
Warden of the Stannaries, dated May 26, it was ordered that the 
above company be wound up. Hodge and Co, Tearo, ageats for 
Downing, Redruth, solicitor for the petitioner, 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Frat May 29, Is74,. 
Court Cowley of the Ancient Order of Foresters Frieadiy Society, Poaa- 
tain inn, Gnosal), Stafford. May 2! " 
Rose of England Lodge and Frieadly S eiecy, Alcon Castie iaa, Cheadle 
Stafford, May 20 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day ef Pree. 
Farpar, May 29, 1874. 
Bennet, Lonisa Mary, Bridgend, Glamorgan. June 29. Dyer ¥ 
Gordon, M.R. Bristow, Copthatl baildings 
Mercer, Francis, Neweastle-upon-Tyne, Land Agent. Jane 30, 
Mercer v Mercer, V.C. Hall. Page, Great Wiachester st duidhags 
Steer, Aon, New Cross rd, Deptford. July 1. Steer v Steer, V.C. 
Malina. Fitch, Union st, Southwark 
NEXT OF KIN, 
Bennet, Louisa Mary Ann, Bridgend, Glamorgam, Jane 2, Dyer ¥ 
Gordon, MR, 
Towapay, June 2, 1ST, 
Clark, Susannah, fAdbey rd, S¢ John's Wood, Perfamer, June is, 
‘Toogood ¥ Schock, V.C. Hall, Pike and Soa, Old Burliagton st 
Gray, ‘Thomas, Ipawieh, Suffolk, Gent, July t. Gray ¥ Fox, MAR. 
Josselyn, Ipswich 
Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap, 35, 
Laat Day af Clavm, 
Faipay, May 29, 1874. 
Barnes, William, Brighton, Sussex, Licensed Vietualler, June 24, 
Peatold and Son, Brightoa 
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Bedding, George, Gore rd, Victoria Park, South Hackney, Gent. Jaly 
4, Mills and Lockyer, Brunswick place, City rd 
Beynon, Rev Edward Francis, Chelsham, Surrey. Sept 9. Rixons, 
Gracechurch st y 
Bingham, Dimé Emma Septima, Ringwood, Southampton. March 23. 
Brooks and Co, Godliman st, Doctors’ commons 
Bowman, Louisa, King’s rd, Chelsea. July !. Morrison, Reigate 
Brant, William, Macclesfield, Chester, Wine and Spirit Merchant. 
Jaly 1. Higginbotham and Barclay, Macclesfield 
Burtenshaw, George, Reigate, Surrey, Coach Builder. Jaly 13. 
Morrison, Reizate 
Bu'cher, Sarah, Sussex place, South Kensington. July 10. Kipping, 
Essex st, Strand 
B: ron, Mary, Louth, Lincoln. June 10. Wilson and Son, Louth 
Care., Juhn, Swaleycliffe, Kent, Farmer, June 26. Plummer and 
Fielding, Canterbury 
Cofield, Darius, Brighton, Sussex, Gent. July 4. Mills and Lockyer, 
Brunswick place, City rd 
Creassv, James Porter, Buckswood Coppic3, Sussex, Gent. June 24. 
Medwin and Co, Horsham 
Currie. Mark John, Thicket rd, Anerley, Vice Admiral. June 3). 
Upfil, Lincoin’s inn fields 
Farr, William, Five Ways, Stafford, Miner. June 30. Barres and 
Russell, Lichfieid 
Flin’off, AThomas, Aston, near Birmingham, Trainer, June 30. 
Hodgson, Birmingham 
Girbert, Joseph, Redbourne, Hertford, Publican. Sept 1. Annesley, 
St Albans 
Harrop, Joseph, Westbury Leich, Wilts, Cloth Manufacturer. Aug 
10. Simmons and Clark, Bath 
Hart, Henry, Ificid rd, West Brompton, Gen‘. July 1, Kays, New- 
inn Strand 
Holliday, Mary Henry. Sept 1. Dobinson and Watson, Carlisle 
Hornby, John, West n-Avon, Gl ter, Farmer. Jaly 1. 
Stratford-upon-Avon 
Hughes, Edward Beddoe, Haverfordwest, Land Surveyor. 
Mathias and Co, Haverfordwest 
Jupp, Mary, Outweod, Surrey. July 20. Morrison, Reigate 
Lacey, Phebe Mary, Canonbury Park square, Islington. 
Mills and Lockyer, Brunswick place, City rd 
Lermer. Edward, Reigate. July 22. Morrison, Reigate 
Mant, Francis Arthur, Windsor ré, Denmark hill, Major. June 10. 
Mant, Storrington 
Marris, Joho, Sainton-le-Vale, Lincoln, Farmer, July 6. Cnambers, 
Market Rasen 
Mead, Charies, Seurry, Kent, Farmer. June 26. Plummer and 
Fielding, Canterbury 
Pawie, Francis, Reigate, Sarrey,Gent. June 24. Morrison, Reigate 
Pierce, Henry, Gloucester st, CamdenTown. July 10. Norton and Co, 
. Victoria ee go an 
ring, Ann, Dame ington. 4. Mills and Lockyer, Brans- 
wick place, City rd , : 


Haunt, 
July 10. 





July 4. 


Prior, Mary Ann, Carlisle terrace, Fairfield rd, Bow. July 1. Young and 
Sons, Mark lane 
Rebeilo, Maria. York place, Portman square. July 10. Norton and Co, 
aster 


Victorias st, Westmi: 
_ Herbert, Moretonhampsted, Devon, Esq. July 4. Olark, 
ow 


Rope, Samuc! Edward, Hadleigh, Suffolk, Engineer. July!. Grimsey 
and Co, Ipswich 

Sissmore, Henry Tertian, Cranbrook, Kent, Ohemist. June 24. 
Wilkinson and Howlett, Bedford st, Covent garden 


Bankrupts. 
Farar, May 29, 1874. 


Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar 
To Sarrender ia London, 
Constable, George Walter, Mornington rd, Regent’s Pars, Wine Mer- 
chant. Pet May 27. Spring-Rice. June 11 at 12.30 
De Jersey, John Horman, Gresham st West, Clerk. Pet May 27. 
_Spring-Kice. Jane li at il 
Gerothwhl, Sigismand, Postern row, Trinity square, Wine Mer- 
ehants. Pet May 25. Brougham. Jane 12 at 12.30 
Jahn. John George, and William Ernest Meh!, Great Towers*, Merchant 
Pet May 21. Spring-Rice. June 11 at 12 
Keogh, Edward, Lim ct, Temple, Barrister-at-law. Pet July 22, 1873. 
een June 19 at 12 
tt, Cuaries William, New City chambers, Hardware Agent. Pet 
May 2. Brougham. Jane \2 ai 
Neah, Albert, Yorest rd, Dalston, Builder. Pet March9. Br oagham. 
Jame 12 at 12 
, Salinas, Bt Benet pace, Gracechareh st, I . Pet M . 
Haziss. Jase 10 at it ‘ , ee — 


To Barrender in the Country. 
Channon, Theat, Aiphington, Devon, Baker. Pet May 27, Daw. 
Macter, Jane i3 at 12 
Greaves, Jomoyh, Weardley, York, Yarmer. Pet May 26. Wilson. 
Lees, June 7 #11 
LyGiat, Leonard, Sibtord Gower, Oxfor’, Grocer. Pet M ay 25, 
Yortesene. Wantvary, Jane 9 at i 
Pagey, Wenry, Kittou-ia-Lindsey, incon, Cora Marchant. Pet M ay 
Bt . ny vd | sae Grimeoy, Jane 12 as 1h 
Lowers, Franca, ft Merioneth, lankeeger. Pet May 24. Jones. 
banger, Jaue 15st 1.30" ’ ¢ 
Tveswar, Jane 2, 1674, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1669, 
CreAiters wast forward their yrovls of devts to Uns Rogiete ar. 
To Sarrender in London. 
Baamer, Louis, Garden ron, London 14, bouthwark, Baker, Pot M ay 
%. kere. Jone atti 
Derusconich, V iment 3. Wharton wt, Loyds square, Clereonwell, A gent, 
Aij ts. hras, Jansibat i 





To Surrender in the Country. 
Hoare, Petar Merrik, Hythe, near Southampton, Gent. Pet April 24. 
Thorndike. Sonthampton, June 16 at 2 
Johnson, William Edward, Leeds, Coal Dealer. Pet May 30. Marshall.. 
Leeds, June 24 at 11 
Trench, Bridget Theresa, Manchester, Clothier. Pet May 29. Kay, 
Manchester, June 18 at 9 30 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Faipay, May 29, 1874. 
Hustler, Orbel James, King’s rd, Chelsea, Corn Dealer. May 23 
Irving, Clark Arthur, Abingdon villas, Kensington, Barrisver-at-law, 
May 23 
r Tuespay, June 2, 1874, 
Medland, Jane, Brick hiii lane, Upper Thames st, Manufacturing. 


Chemist. May 28 
Rend:1), George, Misterton, Somersct, Labourer, May 7 
Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Torspar, May 26, 1874. 
Affleck, James, and Robert Nixon, Middlesboroagh, York, Auctioazers. 
June 3 at 2 at offices of Dobson, Gosford s:, Middiesborovg1 
Appleton, Henry, Livervool, Boot Maker. June 15 ac 3 at offices of 
tgon, Dale st, Liveroot 
Arkle, William Baillie, Liverpoo!, Commission Agent, June 10 at 3 at 
offices of Quinn and Son, Lord st, Liverp»ol 
Bailey, John Richard Cole, Donington, Lincoin, Cattle Salesman. June 
5 at 12 at offices of Brown and Co, Westgite, Pet+ro sr ousgn 
Banks, Thomas, Bath, Boot naker. June 5 at li at offices of Parsons, 
Atheneum chambers, Nicholas st, Bristo!. Bartrum, Bith 
Beli, John, Sunderland, Dirham, Snipbroker, June 4 at 3 at offices of 
Bentham. Lambton st, Sunderland 
Benjamin, Michael, Brompton rd, Ironmonger. June 8 at 3 at offices 
ot Morley, Coleman st. Engel, Great Mariborough st 
ley, , Lymm, Cheshire, Ironmonger. June 8 at 3 at offices 
of Hinde and Co, Mount st, Albert square, Minchester 
Birchall, Samuel, Leads, Chemist’s Assistant. June 6 at 10 at the Great 
Northern Hotel, Wellington st, Leeds. Rhodes, Bradtord 
Blackburn, David, Barrow in-Furness, Lancashire, Wine Merchant, 
_ June 13 at 12 at the Ship Hotel, Barrow-in-Furness. Bradshaw, 
Barrow-in-Furness 
Booth, William Henry, Sheffield, Grocer. June 6 at 12 at offices of 
Tartershall, Queen st, S:ettield 
Bradley, Norris Adams, Deal, Kent, Schoolmaster. June 6 at 11 at 
offices of Mercer and Co, Queen st, De 
Broadbent, Robert William, Bradford, York, Commission Agent, June 
3 at 3 at offices of Lees and Co, New Ivegate, Bradford 
Chaplin, Thomas William, West Wratting, Cambridge, Grocer, June 6 
at 2 at offices of Evans and Co, John st, Bedford row 
Cheek, John, and Frederick John Cheek, Taunton, Drill Manufacturers. 
June 9 at 3 at offices of Trenchard and Blake, Registry place, Taunton 
Christie, James John, ani George Augustus Gutch, North Shields, 
Northumberland, Engine Builders. June 9 at 2 at the Queen’s Head 
Hote!, Pilgrim st, Newcas'le-on-Tyne. Tinsley and Co, North Shields 
Clark, John Henry, St Alban’s place, Charles st, St James’’s Licensed 
Victualler. June 11 at 2 at the Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham st 
Miller, King st, Cheapside e 
Coates, Frederick Thomas, Euston rd, Surgeon. June 9 at 2 at office of 
Pittman, Guildhall chambers, Basinghal! st 
Cochran, John, London wall, Gas Engineer. June 4 at 2at the Guild- 
hall Coffee house,Gresham st. Silberberg, Cornhill 
Corder, John, Colchester, s.ex, Bookseller. Jane 12 at3at the Fleece 
Inn, Head st, Colchester. Church 
Darnel!, John Monk, Horney lane, Neckinger rd, Bermondsey, Hay 
Salesman. June $ at 3 at offices of Harris and Finch, Borough High 
st, Southwark 
Dean, Arthur, Brighton, Sussex, Builder, Jane 10 at 3 at offices of 
Brandreth, Middle st, Brighton 
Deas, John, Crown st, Soho, Glass Shade Dealer, June 8 at 3 at offices 
of Christmas, Walbrook 
Denston, Arthur James, Birmingham, out of business. June 8 at 10.30 
at offices of Buller, Moor st, Birmingham _ 
Dust, George, Wells st, Oxiord st, Hotel Proorietor. June 15 at2 at the 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Calkin, Great James st 
Gilbert, Charley Hilary, Fordingbridge, Hants, Cabinet Maker. June 
11 at 3 at the Market House, Salisbury. Hodding, Salisbury 
Greaves. Herbert, Broadheath, Worcester, Lice.sed Victualler, 
at 11,30 at the Swan Hote!, Tenbury. Saunders 
Gross, Charles ¥r-deriew, London wall, Merchant. Jane 10 at 3 at 
offices of Lindus, Cheapside 
Gandy, George, Birmingham, Furniture Dealer. June 8 at 3 at offices 
of Rowlands, Ann at, Birmingham 
Gunn, William, Pierrepont terrace, Camden passage, Islington, Boot 
Mannufactorer. June 4 at 3 at the Hope Tavern, Holly at, Dalston. Fen 
ton, Colebrook row, Islington 
Hall, Thomas, North Shields, Northumberland, Confectioner, June 
17 at 3 at offices of Kewney, Howard st, North Shields . 
Hal), William George, Isleham, Cambridge, Innkeeper, June 6 at 4 at 
the Griffin Inn, Isi¢ham, Kead, jun, Mildenhall 
Hamsnond, Robert Rochester, bradford, York, Currier. June 6 at 11.30 
at offices of Wood and Killick, © ja! Bank buildings, Bradford 
Hanson, Rev William Henry, Richmond, York. Jane 9 at 1% at offices 
Robinson, Barge yard, Queen Victoria st, Fowle 
Hardy, Joseph, Hoxton at, Hoxton, Dairyman. June § at 12 at offices of 
Hlunkett, Gutter lane 
Hartley, John, Harwood, Lancashire, Farmer, Jano 8 at 2 at the 
Albion Hotel, Haymarket », Bury, Oroslande, Bury 
Hawkes, Abraham, Market place, Bow Common lang, Baker, Jane 17 
at 3 at 7, lronmonger lanes, Keighley 
Hind, Robert, York, Hradford Moor, no ocoupation, June 10 at 3 at 
offices of Lees and Oo, New Ivegate, Bradford 
Hindle, Richard, Grindieton, York, Cotton Merchant, June 8 at 3 at 
Offices of Kastham, Chures st, Ciltheroe 
Hodgson, Vrederick,Medcar, York, Timber Merchant's Clork, Jane 5 
at 3 Barker's Temperance Hotel, Bridge st Wost, Middlosborough. 
Balabridge, Uiddiesvorough 


Jane 9 











ril 24, 


rshall.. 


Kay, 


-law, 


uring. 
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Horsley, Georg 
June 6 at 12 at offices of Collins, Market st, Stourbridge 


_ House, Richard, Ottery St Mary, Devon, Blacksmith. June 12 at 12 at 


ley, e Skidmore, Stourbridge, Worcester, Glass Factor. 


Horton, John, Wincanton, Somerset, Warehouseman. June lO at.12 
at the Greyhound Hotel, Wincanton. Hobbs, jun, Wells : 


offices of Petherick, Southernhay, Exeter 

James, Henry Oswald, Hartlebury, Worcestor, Accountant, June 9 at 
3 at offices of Corbett, Baxter chambers, Church st, Kidderminster 

Jarvis, Sarah, Taunton, Somerset, Fishmonger. Jnne 10 at 3 at offices 
of Trenchard and Blake, Registry place, Taunton 

Jones, William, Crewe, Chester, Boot Maker. June 3 at 11 at the 
Royal Hotel, Crewe, Pointon 

Kirkbridge, Joseph, Penrith, Cumberland, Woollen Draper. June 8 at 
12 at offices of Harrison and Little, Penrith 

Landeck, Samuel De Boyce, Birmingham, Jeweller’s Factor. June 12 
at 12 at the Queen’s Hotel, Stephenson place, Birmingham. Duke 
Birmingham 

Lawrance, William, New Cross rd, Builder. June 11 at 12 at the Masons’ 
Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Rexworthy, Lime st 

Lupton, William, Mansel, South hill Park, Hampstead, Tatorr June 4 
at 3 at offices of Mason, Gresham st 

Mardal!, John Whitly, New Shoreham, Sussex, Solicitor. Jane 17 at3 
at offices of Lamb, Ship st, Brighton 

Marks, Myer Israel, Chariwood, place, Chazlwood st, out of business 
soe _— at offices of Spyer aud Son, Winchester House, Old 


Marshall, John George, Guisborough, York, Provision Dealer. June 5 
at ll atthe Temperance Hotel, Bridge st West, Middiesborough. 
Bainbridge, Middlesborouch 

Middleton, John Smith, Manchester, Colliery Furnisher. June 10 at3 
at offices of Sutton und Elliotr, Brown st, Manchester 

Mitchell, Henry, Edward Joseph Day, and Joseph Butterworth, Dews- 
bury. York, Woollen Manufacturers. June 9 at 3 at the Royal 
Hotel, Dewsbury. Ibberson, Dewsbury 

Newman, John Joseph, Reading, Berks, Oilman. June 9 at 2 at office 
of Howse, Staple inn, Holborn, Morris, Staple ina 

Parnell, Wilson, Bolton, Lancashire, Wringing Machine Manufacturer 
dune 8 at 3 at offices of Robinson, Acres Field, Bolton 

Plaister, John, Frome, Somerset. Grocer. June 9 at 2at the Grand 
Hotel, Broad st, Bristol. Cruttwell and Daniel, Frome 

Pointer, James, Chesterton, Cambridge, Livery Stable Keeper. June 
18 at 2 at the Hoop Hotel, Bridge st, Cambridge. Whitehead, Cam- 


bridge 

Richardson, Richard, Sunbury Common, Middlesex, Wine Merchant. 
June 8 at 12 at offices of Moss, Gracechurch st 

Roberts, Joseph, Warrington, Lancashire, Baker, June 8 at 3 at offices 
of Bretherton, Bank st, Warrington 

Robinson, Andrew Ker, Robert st, Hampstead rd, Physician. June 9 at 
1 at offices of Childs and Batten, Fleet st 

Rowe, George, Huddersfield, York, Grocer. June 10 at 11 at offices 
of Berry. Market place, Huddersfield 

Rofford, James Brown, and Frederick Upton, Kingston-upon-Hall, 
Ironmongers, June 10 at }2 at offices of Roberts and Leak, Bow!l- 
alley lane, Kingston-upon-Hull 

r, . Birmingham, Iron Bedstead Manufacturer. June 8 

at 11] at ostices of Free, Temple row, Birmingham 

Sherwood, John William, Sherborne, Dorset, Innkeeper, June !0 at 
2at the Saracen’s Head Inn, Temple gate, Bristol. Davies, Sher- 


borne 

Shilton, James Fisher, Birkenhead, Chester, Stationer. Jane 9 at ll 
at offices ot Anderson, Duncan st, Birkenhead 

Bmith, Thomas Sherwood, Bristol, Auctioneer. June 10 at 2 at 
offices of Beckinghum, Albion chambers, Broad st, Bristol 

Smith, William, Terling, Essex, Machineman. June il at Ll at the 
George Inn, Chelmsford. Church ’ 

Smith, William Henry, Gresham House, Old Broad st, Attorney. June 
. at 10.30 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Smith, Gresham 

‘ouse 

Stephenson, Henry, Scarborough, York, Piamber. June Sat 12.30 at 
offices of Moody and Co, Thomas st, Scarborough 

Btevens,Jane, and Etizabeth Stevens, Brighton, Sussex, Haberdashers. 
Scranton at 1 at offices of Smith and Co, Bread st, Cheapside. Lamb, 

ighton 

Stevens, Robert, Bedford terrace, Ealing, Gardner. June 8 at 10 at 
offices of Goatly, Westminster Bridge road 

Butcliffe, Joseph. Thomas Satcliffe, and Benjamin Sutcliffe, Grimsear, 
near Huddersfield, Brewers, June 10 at 2 at offices of Drake, Johu 
William st, Huddersfield 

Teece, Alfred Henry, Epping, Essex, Builder. June 8 at Ll at offices 
ot ox and Sons, Cloak lane 

Thomes, Henry, Taunton, Somerset, Innkeeper. June 8 at 11 at 
offices of Reeves, Mery st, Taunton 

Tunnaocliffe, Frank, Cheetham, near Manchester, Plasterer. June 8 
at 11 atoffices of Heath and Son, Swan st, Manchester 

Vernon, Ann, Halifax, York, Milliner, June 8 at 3 at offices of Thom as, 
Crossley st. Halifax 

Walker, Thomas, Neithrop, Banbury, Oxford, Baker. Jane 8 at 11 
Kilby and Son, seabney 

Walpole, John Ortzen, Walworth rd, Grocer. Juno 8 at3 at offices o 
Thomas and Oo, Cheapside. Thomas, Cheapside 

Webb, Charles, Swindon, Wilts, Grover, June 4 at 12 at offlces of 
Kinneir and Tombs, Corn Exchange, Swindon 

Wiggins Job, Change alley, Lombard st. Juno 8 at 12 atoffices of 

leritage, Nicholas at, Lombard at 
ewen, James, Grange rd, Bermondsey, Ironmonger, Juno 8 at 3 
at offices cf Silvester, Groat Dover st 
Farpay, May 29, 1874, 

Ashby, James Everett, Bromley, Kent, Fishmonger, June 10 at 3 at 
offices of Lewis, Hatton garden 

Bachner, Frank, Leods, Jeweller, June 12 at 2at offices of Hare, 
Victoria chambers, South parade, Leods 

Beckett, William, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Butcher, Juno 11 at 12 
at offices of Wiltabire, Hall Plaip, Great Yarmouth 

Bridgewater, Basil Bentley, Moereford, Builder, June 10 at 10 at 





South Walsham, Norfolk, Grocer, June 15 at 3 


Carter, George, St George, Gloucester, Painter, June 13 a& 11 at 1, 
Bristo] chambers, Nicholas st. Williams 

Collins, David Newman, Aylesbury, Buckingham, Fishmonger. June 
10 at 3 at offices of Reader and Son’s, Temple st, Aylesbury 

Cook, Thomas, and William Sutton Sawyer, Harrow rd, Lime and 
Cement Merchants. June 6 at 11 at offices of Macmullen, Pred st, 


Paddington 
Cousins, Charles, Townhall, Hammersmith, China and Glass Dealer. 
- June 9 at | at 52, Hatton Garden, Stachbury, Chalcot terrace 
Crawford, William Fletcher, Burslem, Stafford, Tailor. June 10 at 10 
at offices of Tomkinson, Hanover st, Burslem 
Dennett, James, Wigan, Lancashire, Watchmaker. June I5at 11 at 
offices of Byrom, King st. Wigan 
Eastwood, Jono, Liverpool, Tailor. June 15 at 2 at offices of Bellringer, 
North John st, Liv: 
Elstob, Eliza Hemmerde, Craven st, Strand, no occupation. Sune 20 
at 3.30 at offices of Crook and Smith, Fenchurch st 
Evans, Daniel, Lewisham rd, New Cross, Draper. June ll at 2 at’ 
offices of Sturt, [ronmonger lane 
Fallow, William, Manchester, Shi k Jane 22 at 3 at the Fal- 
staff Hotel, Market piace, Manchester. Law, Manchester 
Fildes, Charles, Lower Broughton, Lancashire, Builder. June 19 at 3 
at offices.of Sutton and Elliott, Brown st, Manchester 
Forgie, James, Newcastie-upon-Cyne, Draper. June 10 at 11 at offices 
of Garbutt, Collingwood st, Newcastle-apon-Tyne 
Fripp, Thomas James, Lymington, Southampton, Coal Merchant. Jane 
8 at 12 at offices of Edmonds and Co, High st, Southamptoa. Moore 








and Jackman, I.ymington 
Greening, William, Westbury-on-Severn, Gloucester, Innkeeper. June 
11 at 11 at offices of Jaynes, Queen st, Gloucester 
Groombridge, Frederick, Southampton, Grocer, June 16 at 3 at offices 
of Kiliby, Portland st, Southampton 
Hail, Thomas, Bouverie st, Silversmith. June Il at 2 at the Victoria 
Station Hotel, Sheffield. Rutter, King’s Bench waik, Temple 
Hardwood, John Thomas, West Bromwich, Stafford,Grocer. June 12 
at 11 at offices of Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury 
Heussner, Charles, and William Avery James, Bradford, York, Woollen 
Merchants, June 15 at 1! at offices of Sykes and Son, Lord st, 
Huddersfield 
Hodson, William Wright, Hundleby, Linco!n, Innkeeper. June9 at 12 
at offices of Dyer, Church lane, Bostea 
Holgate, William, Halifax, York. Innkeeper. June 12 atl at offices 
of Holroyde and Smith, Cheapside, Halifax 
Holtham, Joseph, Twerton, S t, C ial Traveller. June 6 
at 1 at offices of Pocock and Son, Union st, Bath. Shrapnell, Brad- 
ford : 
Jennings, Owen, Wednesbury, Stafford, Greengrocer. June 18 at 12 
at offices of Sheldon, Lower High st, Wednesbury 
Jones, Rufus, Carmarthen, Coach Builder. June 6 at 10,15 at offices 
of Green and Griffiths, St Mary st, Carmarthen 
Macdonald, George, Liverpool, Draper. June 19 at 3 at offices of Lowe, 
Castle st, Liverpool 
Marshall, William Henry, Greenwich, Assistant Engineer R.N. Jane 
13 at 2 at offices of Anderson and Sons, Ironmouger lane 
Matthews, George, Huxham, Devon, Paper Maker. June l3at ll at 
offices of Huggins, Paul st, Exeter 
Milan, Harry, Ivy place, Lewisham, Hair Dresser, June Qat Il at 
the Guildhall Coffse House, Gresham st. Marshal, King st West, 
Hammersmith 
Mills, Joseph, Nailswerth, Gioucester, Fellmonger. Jane 9 at 11 at 
offices of Restall and Ford, Rowcrott, Stroud. Heelas, Stroad 
Mogford, Edwin, Great May’s buildings, St Martin’s lane, Carpanter. 
June i3atl atthe Masons’ Hail Tavern, Masoa’s avenue, Basing- 
hallst. Pullen, Cloisters, Temple 
Moserop, Henry, Teddington, Corn Merch June 11 at 2 at offices 
of Bartrop, Brook st, Kingston-apon-Thames 
Nichols, Richard, Bideford, Deven, Malster, June 17 at 12 at oSces 
of Thorne, Castle st, Barnstaple 
Parker, John, Bolton, Lancashire, Builder. Jane 10 a6 3 at offices of 
Dutton, Aerestield, Bolton 
Pass, Samuel, Sheffield, Iron Merchant. June 1! at 2 at offices of 
Broomhead and Co, Bank chambers, George st, Sheffield 
Phillips, Riehard, and Benjamin Nash, Mincing lane, Metal Merchants, 
June 4 at 2 at the Guildhall Tavera, Gresham st. Elinsiie and Co, 
Leadenhall st 
Pickles, Samuel, Earlsheaton, York, out of basiness, Jane 16 at Ll at 
the Scarborough Hote], Market place, Dewsbury. er 
Poole, Herbert Cornish, Taunton, General Dealer, Jane ll) at 1! at 
16, Albert terrace, South st, Taunton 
Reed, Edward, Bristol, Sail Maker. June 18 at? at offices of Taddy, 
Shannon cour®@chambers, Corn st, Bristol 
Rice, George Williams, Ifracembe, Devon, Painter, Jane 11 at 13 at 
the King’s Arms Hotel, Barastaple. Barnes 
Scholfield, John, Tranmere, Cheshire, Poultry Dealer, Jane ll at dat 
offices of Downham, Market st, Birkenhead 
Simpson, Andrew, Egham, Surrey, Builder. June 19 at 2 at offices of 
Broad and Cc, Walbrook, Asaby, Clement's lane, Lombard a6 
Smith, Henry, and Thomas White Smith, Bristol, Aine Werkers. Jane 
6 at LLat offices of Kssery, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 
pong, Frederick, Leeds, Machine Manufacturer, June 10 at 12 at 
officees of Mirfia, Park rew, Leeda, Ward 
Stanley, Edmund hint, Gipsey hill, Norwood, no oceupation, Jane It 
at 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Greshaw st. Elmalie and Oy, Leadea- 
hall st 
Stroud, James, Oxford, June 9 at 2 at offees of Swearse, Core 
Market st, Oxford 
Summers, Charles, Wellington, Salop, Carrier, June 10 at 2 at the 
Wrekin Hotel, Wellington. Nevill and Bidlake 
Talbot, Blanche, New Cavendish st, Single Woman, June 20 at 12 at 
offices of Lawrence and Co, Oid Jewry chambers 
White, Charles, Gracechureh st, Merchant, Juaed at 2 at 143, Cheap. 
aide, Barnet, Now Broad at 
Whitmee, William Fielding, Canal rd, King’s Cress, Tronfownder, 
June 6 at | at offfoes of Miller and Ca, Bond coart, Walbroek 
Widger, John, Madera, Corawall, Carpenter, May Li at U at offices 
of Square, Goorge at, ymouth, Peter, Callingtoa 
Williams, Frederick Rhye, Carmarthen, Watehmaker, Dane & at 10106 
at offices of Green and Qrifitha, St Mary at, Carmarthea 











of Knight, Castle at, Horeford 
Burton, Henry Welle, 
at offloss of Kont, St Andrew's Hall Plain, Norwich 
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Young, Thomas George, Oxford st, Ladies’ Outfitter. June 15 at 2 at 
the Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham st. Duffield and Bruty, Token- 
house yard 

Tuesray, Jane 2, 1874. 

Andrew, Charles Edwia, Truro, Cornwall, Boot Maker. June 15 at 
11.30 at offices of Carlyon and Paull, Quay st, Truro 

Barber, Charles Montagu, Argyll square, Gent. June 11 at 2 at offices 
of Cumberland, John st, Bedford row 

Brown, William, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Grocer. June 16 at 12 at 
offices of Atter, New Lowther st, Whitehaven 

Butler, Christhoper James, Portsmouth, Hants. Baker. June 11 at 
2.30 at offices of Byerley, St George’s square, Portsea. Cousins and 
Burbidge, Portsmouth 

Carter, Fred, Huddersfield, York Yarn Spinner. June 11 at 4 at offices 
of Learoyd and Learoyd, Buxton rd, Huddersfield 

Cerexhe, Victor, R=chester rd, Camden Town, Profeesor of the French 
Language. June 16 at 4 at offices of Roscoe and Co, King st, Fins- 
bury square 

Chaplin, Thomas William, West Wratting, Cambridge, Grocer. June 6 
at offices of Whibley, Market hill, Cambridge, in lieu of the place 
originaliy named 

Cheetham, John, High Spennymoor, Durham, ont of employment, 
June 24 at 12 at offices of Brignall, jun, Saddler st, Durham 

Cook, George, Portsmouth, June 12 at 3 at offices of Wainscot, Union 
st, Portsea. Harvey, Landport 

Cooper, George Middieton, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Accountant. June 
1] at 3 at the Swan Hotel, Newst, Birmingham. Simmors, Redditch 

Coupe, Richard, Tudmorden, York, Sizer. June 16 at 2.30 at the 
Clarence Hote', Spring gardens, Manchester. Eastwoot, Toim»rden 

Crick, Daniel Bisho>, Birmingham, Builder. June 15 at 10 at offices 
of Eaden, Bennett’s bill, Birmicgham 

Crotchley. Joseph, Birmingham, Bedstead Manufactarer. June 19 at 

11 at offices of Blewitt, Ann st, Birmingham 

Darby, Ann, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Tobacconist. June 13 at 11 at 
offices of Vanghan, Queen st, Wolverhampton. Greenway, Wolver- 
bampton 

Dafin’ Williem Herry, Theale, Berk’, Grocer. June 5 at 3 at offices of 
Beale, London st, Reading 





Dugan, Alfred, tandport, Hants, Stationer. Jane 15 at 3 at offices of 


Edmonds and Co, St James's st, Portsea, Biake, Portsea 

Edwards, Richard, Clynnog, Carnarvon, Farmer. June 20 at {1 at 
offices of Picton and Co, Carnarvon 

Eldred, Murrey Thompson, Birmingham, Draper. June 12 at 11.30 at 
offices of Green, Waterloo st, Birmingham 


Faulkner, Joseph, jan, Lutterworth, Leicester, Beerhouse Keeper. | 


Jane !7 at 3 at offices of Hoxby, belvoir st, Leicester 

Fellows, George, King’s row, Walworth rd, Rope Maker. June 12 at 3 
at offices of C:op-r, Charing cross 

Flint, Samuel, Cliffe, near Lewes, Suesex, Upholsterer. 
at the Bear Hotel, Cliffe, Lewes. Hillman 


Juue 13 at 12 


Frith, George, Kilnhurst, York, Shoedealer. June 16 at 11 at offices of 


Freeman, Pitt st, Barnsley 

Gregg, William. Birmingham, out of business, June 11 at 12 at offices 
of Soathal! and Co, Newhall st, Birmingham 

“Grimstead, George, Merchwood, Hants; Grocer. Jane 12 at II at 
offiecs of Deacon and Co, Castle lane, Southampton 

Hale, James, Walsall, Stafford, Manufacturer. June 12 at 11 at 
offices of of Glover, Park st, Walsall 

Herding, Henry. Pa-tridge Green, Sassex, Builder. 
offices of Lamb, Ship st, Brighton 

Hardy, Abraham, Birmingham, Beer Retailer. June 15 at 3 at offices 
of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Bellixe!, Jonathas, Northowlam, York, Farmer. June 13 at 3 at 
offices of Khodes, Horton st, Halifax 

Hi'l, George, Ashton in-Mack-rfield, Lancashire, Lock Maker. June 
18 at 3 at the Fleece Hotel, St Helen’s. Beasley and Oppenheim 

Holder, Sarah, Path, Milliner. June 19 at 2 at offices of Foreman and 
Cooper, Gresham st. Wilton, Bath 

Hooker, Samue', Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer, June J5 at 
3 at offices of Scargill, King st, Luton 

Suches. Henry Kilby. Buckingham Palace rd, Pimlico, Watch Maker. 
June 16 at 11 at offices of Carn, Fencharch st 

Halbert, Samuel Mooty, King st, Cheapside, Stationer. June 16 at2 at 
offices of Linkiater and Co, Walbrook 

James, Wiliam, Piymouarh, Devon, Farnitare Broker. June l5at 4 at 
ofces cf Brian, Freemasons’ Hall, Cornwall st, Plymouth 

Jenkins, Thomes, Birmingham, Brassfounder, June 15 at 1? at offices 
of Sonthali end Co, Newhall et, Birmingham 

Jones, George Israil, Cedars row, Lavender hill, Wandsworth, Baker. 
Jane 15 at 12 at offices of Moss, Gracechuarch st 

Jones, Thomas, Merthyr Ty¢fil, Glamo gan, Boot Maker, Jane 12 at 
12 at offices of Bedave, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Keeric, William, Ipswich, Soff ik, Grocer. June 12 at 12 at offices of 
Jackzman and Son, Silent st, Ipswich 

Larke, Elizabeth, Aston. near Birmingham, Hosier. 
(fees of Fellows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Law, Woutazu, Lzehbourne, Gaeex, out of busines. June 13 at 10 at 
the Cr.wn Hotel, Lewes. Barrow, Scott's yard, Bash lane 

Liovel!, George Lionel, Northam cton, out of business, June 15 at 12 at 
Aces of Howes, Abington st, Northampton. Percival, Northampton 

Liseeman, Wiliam, Ashton, Warwick, Carpenter. June 12 at 10.30 at 
Offices of Green, Waterios st, Birmingham 

Maween, John, Gainelez, York, Vianber. Jane 16 at 3 at offices of 
Fawcett and Malecin, Pare row, Leeds 

Maweton, Christopher, Taorniey Colliery, Darham, Grocer. Jane 15 
at 4 at Offices of Marehell and Poikard, Ciaypath, Durham 

Merck, VAward, Water lane, Tower wt, Merchint, June i6 at It at 
42, North buildings, Eidon st, Vinebary cirens 

Milues, Benjamin George, lowwien, Suffoix, Mavic Seiler. June 22 at 
tat othees of Pearce, Princes at, Ipewich Hill, Ipswich 

Moore, Henry, Bormingham, Bailder. Jane 19 at 11 at offices of 
Duke, Christ Charch pesssge, tirmingham 

Mores, Thomas, Latiary Sorth, taloy, Grocer. June 20 wt 12 at 
Mees A GAs, Bishop's Caste 

Mahan, Nermacn Heymann, brattora, York, Wool Merchant. June 
L wi ii at oftees of Gardner, Cond wt, tradtora 

Korwan, Georges, Leese, Tine, Jane 13 wt 11 at offices of Marle, 
V Cute chambers, Leeds 


Jane 24 at 3 at 


Jane 12 at 12 at 


Outwin, George William, Goole, York, Ship Builder, June 16 at 12 at 
at offices of Weddai!l and Parker, S :lby 

Philips, Joseph. Mary!ebone rd, Carriage Lamp Manufacturer. June 8 
at 4at9 Lincolo’s inn fields. Marshall 

Pinkney, Harland, Lofthouse. York, Boot Maker. June 12 at 3 at 
offices of Draper, Finkle st, S‘ockton-on-Tees 

Raines, William, Luton, Bedford, Tailor. June 16 at 11 at offices of 
Jeffrey, King st, Luton 

Richtering, Charles Ludwig, Kingston-upon-Hall, Ship B-o‘er, 
8 at 3 at offices of Chambers, Scale st, Kingston-upon-Hua!] 

Sandifer, Robert Edward, Eastbourne, Sussex, Grocer, June 19 at 12 
atthe Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Carr, Eastbourne 

Sarson, John, Prestwold, Leicester, Farmer. June 18 at 12 at the King’s 
Head Hotel, Loughborough. G ode, Loughborough 

Scholes, John, Otley, York, Fish Dealer. June 17 at 11 at offices of 
Fawcett and Malcolm, Park row, Leeds. Euascbuen, Otley 

Searle, Walter, Burton crescent, Comedian. Juae 13 at 3 at offices of 
Bassett, Langham place, Oxford circus i 

Seawell, Edwin, Camoridge, Grocer. June 16 at 1! at offices of 
Ellison and Burrows, Alexandra st, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Shemwell, John Steveson, Sheffizid, Publican. June 16 at 3 at the 
Cutlers’ Hall, Church st, Sheffield. Brook and Co, Sheffiuid 

Sheppard, William, Ratcliffe-on-Soar, Nottingham, Farmer. June 19 
at 3 at offices Cranch and Stroud, Low pavem:nt, Nottingham 

Spoor, John, Minto Grange, York, Farmer, June 16 at 11 at offices of 
Robinson, Choncery lane, Darlington { 

Stunt, Edward, Goswell rd, Oheesomonger. June 10 at 3 at offices o 
Howell, Cheapside 

Summers, Frederick, Nottingham, Joiner. June 23 at 11 at offices of 
Brown, Church gate, Nottingham 

Taylor, Charles, Chester, S.ationer. June 15 at 12 at offices of Chinery 
and Aldridge, Fenchurch st. Mordon, Onester 

Taylor, Samuel, Syston, Leicester, Wine Merchant. June 15 at 2 at 
offices of Owston, Friar lane, Leicester 

Thache, John, Worcester, Grocer. June 18 at 3 at offices of Pitt, 
High st, Worcester 

Thrane, Frederick Christopher, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Ship Broker. 
June 29 at 1! at offices of Harle, Akenside hil!, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Tyers. Thomas, Edwin Middleton, and Charles Middieton, Hunslet, 
Leeds, Iron Manufacturers, June 16 at 3 at offices of North and Sons, 
East parade, Leeds 

Wade Josepb, and Walter Wade, Wakefiel’, York, Cloth Manufacturers. 
June 16 at 2 at the Civil Court, Townhall, Leeds. Simpson and 
Borrell 

Walker, William, Bedford, Baker. June 15 at 3 at offices of Conquest, 
Dake st, Bedford 

Ward, Edward, Nottingham, Cap Manufacturer. June 15 at 3 at offices 
of Cranch and Stroad, Low pave nent, Nottingham 

Wilkinson, Thomas, Middiesborough, York, Builder. June 6 at 11 at 
offices of Dobson, Gostord st, Middlesborough 

Wheaver, Willian Lycett, Birmingham, Hosier. June 13 at 11 at offices 
of Rowlands and Bagnail, Colmore row, Birmingham 


Jane 








UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have long opsrated as an oppressive tax 
upon all classes of the community. With « view of applying a remedy 


, to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS CUMPANY, when 


opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prepared 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed and 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose according 
to their means and the requirements of the case. The Company also 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other camateries, and to all parts 


| of the United Kingdom. A pamphiet containing full particulars may 


v2 obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application to the Chief Offica, 3 


Lancaster-placz, Strand, W.C. 





ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION 
. BAKER-STREET,.—Great Attractions.—The OARRIAGE used 
by NAPOLEON III. at Metz, Chalons, and Sedan, with numerous relics 
of the campaign of 1870. Portrait Motels of MARSHALS BSZAINE 


| and McMAHON, M. THIERS, FRANOL3 JOSEPH of AUSTRIA, and 





the SHAH of PERSIA, with the original autograph and testimonial 
presented to Madame [us<aud and Sous, July 3rd, 1873, asa souvenir 
of His Imperial Majesty’s visit, are now added ; also, new superb and 
costly Court dresses. Admission, ts. Children under ten, 6d, Extra 
roons, 6d, Open from 10 a.m. till 10 p.m. 


OYAL POLYTECHNIC.—Travellers’ Safety.— 
TWO new LECLURES—the first, SAFETY AT SEA (in which 

Will be discussed the best method uf lowering boats); the second lec- 
tare, SAFETY ON LAND (in which railway matters will be discussed) 
will shortly follow, Mr, Howard Paul during the week. Jane Con- 
quest. Sugar and the Silber Light, by Professor Gardner. Domestic 
Klectricity, Mr. King, Other entertainments. Open 12 und 7. Ad- 











mission 1s, 
CABRRB'S, 265, STKAND,.— 
Dinnsre (from the jotrt) vegetables, &c,, 1s, 64,, or with Soup 


or Fish, 28, and 2s.6d. “UL desire a substantial dinner off the joint, 
with the agreeable s.crnp aiment of light wine, both cheap and 
Kood, | know only of soe acase, and thatlein the Strand, close to Danes 
Inn. There you may wash down the roast beef of old England with 
smedient Burgundy, at two shillings @ botile, or you may be supplied 
ey half @ bowtie for @ shilling.”-All the Year Round, June, 18, 1864, 
page, 

The new Hall lately added is one of the handsomest dining-rooms in 

London, Dinners ifrom the foint), vecetabien, &c,, Ia. Od, 


MPROVED and ECONOMIC OCOOKERY,—Use 
LAEGIG COMPANY'S EXTHAOL OF MEAT an" stock” for boot « 
toa, s0ups, Made Aisles and sauces; gives fine Sivone and great 
strength, Invariavly adopted in houswsiuuids when fairly tried, 
Cast o4,-~Genuine only with Baron Liobig's faceimile wtroas label, 








